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ABSTRACT 

This monograph summarizes the data from a study 
designed to evaluate how university deans, department chairmen and 
faculty view teaching related activities. A methodological problem 
which limited the analysis of a similar, earlier study prompted the 
development and execution of this research. An introductory section 
descrlt)es the earlier flawed study. There follows a description of 
the methodology for the current study: deans, department chairs and 
faculty were surveyed in nine disciplines within a national sample of 
colleges and universities; the study used a sample of 453 
institutions and sent surveys to deans, departments chairs and 
faculty with 54 percent of deans and department chairs and 38 percent 
of faculty returning the survey (the final total was 142 deans, 392 
chairs, and 1,172 faculty). In addition, to permit the testing of 
theories about differences among the disciplines, three disciplines 
were selected from each of the following areas: (1) the physical 
sciences (biology, chemistry, mathematics); (2) the social sciences 
(political science, psychology, sociology); and (3) the humanities 
(English, history, music) . The buix of the document consists of a 
series if tables presenting the data from the study. Many tables 
permit comparisons between disciplines. An index to the tables is 
included, and to assist in further research, the tables have been 
cross-referenced by category. (JB) 
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The University 



Founded in 1875, Indiana University of Pennsyl- 
vania is the commonwealth's fifth largest univer- 
sity with more than thirteen thousand students 
from nearly every state and over sixty foreign 
countries. Located fifty mites northeast of Pitts- 
burgh in the foothills of the Allegheny Moun- - 
tains, lUP is one of fourteen universities in the 
State System of Higher Education. 

lUP is big enough to offer a diversity of high- 
quality academic programs and has an outstand- 
ing faculty committed to teaching. The university 
includes six colleges and two schools and offers 
graduate programs in professional and applied 
areas as well as five programs at the doctoral 
level. More than a hundred major fields of stuJy 
are available within the forty-five academic 
depanments. lUP's internship program, the larg- 
est in Pennsylvania, provides students with on- 
the-job experience to supplement their classroom 
learning. 



lUP is small enough to encourage individual 
growth and excellence. Acclaimed among the 
academic best in the nation, the university has 
been listed in Barron*s Guide to the Most Pretti* 
f ioits Colleges as one of the 283 most academi- 
cally competitive colleges and univen iiies in the 
nation. Changing Times recognized lUP as one 
of flf;y U.S. colleges with high academic stand- 
ards and tuition and fees below the national aver- 
age. The fiest Buys in College Education by 
Edward FIske, education editor of the New Yorlc 
Times, cited lUP as one of the 221 "best buy" col- 
leges and universities in the nation. Only twelve 
Pennsylvania schools were chosen for the best 
buy list. 

lUP is an equal opportunity/ affirmative action 
institution. Please direct inquiries concerning 
equal opportunity to Director of Affirmative 
Action. lUP, G-30 Sutton Hall. Indiana. PA 
15705. 
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INTRODUCTION 



Using grants obtained from the Lilly Foundation and from the Fund for the Improve- 
ment of Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE), the American Sociological Association 
created three task forces to study factors relating to excellence in college teaching. The 
third of these task forces was commissioned to study institutional factors in leaching 
excellence. As part of their work, they carried out three surveys: of deans of colleges in 
which sociology departments existed, of sociology department chairs, and of sociology 
faculty members. These surveys examined reports of teaching conditions from the 
viewpoints of these three pivotal role players on American college campuses. These 
surveys revealed rather different views of most teaching-related activities by the deans, 
chairs, and faculty. For example, 65 percent of the deans reported that reviewing and 
improving the curriculum would be recognized as a contribution toward a positive 
personnel action such as achieving tenure, promotion or a merit salary raise. In 
contrast, only 39 percent of both the chairs and faculty respondents believed this to be 
the case. When higher education institutions were broken down by type of institution, 
the disparity in opinions on this topic was found to be greatest in universities within 
which, for example, 74 percent of the deans indicated that reviewing and improving the 
curriculum would be taken as a positive factor in personnel actions, as compared with 
58 percent of the department chairs in sociology but only 23 percent of the sociology 
faculty. Some readers might assume that this miscommunication about the personnel 
process in a university was due to the social distance between deans and chairs and 
faculty members, respectively, but this cleariy was not the case. There was considerable 
evidence in the surveys of excellent communication in areas other than teaching. For 
example, exactly the same percentage of deans and sociology faculty in four-year colleges 
(59 percent) agreed that publishing an article in a refereed journal would be rewarded 
in personnel actions. Comparable percentages for deans and sociology faculty in 
universities were 87 percent and 84 percent. Bowker (1981) interpreted these data as 
indicating a gradient of ignorance, a decrease in the awareness of internal rewards and 
resources from deans to chairs to faculty members. He hypothesized that this gradient 
of ignorance was sometimes a deliberate self-control policy of the dean and at other 
times a result of lack of attention to communication between the dean and faculty 
members on matters considered by the dean to be relatively unimportant, that is to say, 
teaching. No matter what the intent, the effect of this gradient of ignorance was to 
maximize the dean's discretionary power and control over funding and access to other 
teaching support functions. 

Further analysis with these data was limited because ot a methodological weakness in 
the design of the research. All three samples-of deans, sociology chairs and sociology 
faculty-were drawn from the same institutional universe, but the returned questionnaires 
did not necessarily come from the same insututions. Questionnaires were simultaneously 
sent to the three groups of respondents at a national random sample of institutions, but 
return rates were not high enough to create a substantial overlap in the samples. Most 
colleges and universities contributed respondents to only two of the samples (such as a 
faculty member and a dean, but no department chair), so it was not possible to compare 



perceptions of parallel sets of deans, chairs and faculty from exactly the same 
institutions. 

This monograph summarizes data from a study specifically designed to correct the 
methodological problem which limited the analysis of the American Sociological 
• Association's data. Our solution was to mount a larger, more complex study in which 
deans, chairs and faculty would report on the same variables within the same period of 
time. The scope of the study was extended to investigate a total of nine disciplines 
within a national sample of colleges and universities. By progressively sampling 
constituents from the same institution, it was possible to guarantee that faculty were 
matched with the appropriate chair and dean, thus making it possible to draw stronger 
inferences about the operation of the continuum of ignorance and other teaching-related 
processes which may be occurring in America's colleges and universities. 

This monograph consists of a series of basic tables illustrating the conditions of teaching 
in American higher education. Many of the tables permit direct comparisons among the 
nine disciplines included in the study. Each scholariy discipline represents an 
independent study in which we have data from exactly matched samples of deans, 
department chairs and faculty members. These nine disciplines enable us to gain a 
much fuller view of the conditions in American higher education than would be possible 
with data from a single discipline. Comparisons among disciplines are also possible, as 
are tests of theories about the differences among the disciplines, such as the Biglan 
hypothesis. To facilitate such theory testing, three disciplines were selected from each of 
the three major areas of American classical higher education: the physical sciences 
(biology, chemistry, mathematics), the social sciences (political science, psychology, 
sociology), and the humanities (English, history, music). Interpretations of the tables are 
not provided in this monograph. Instead, the monograph will serve as a source 
document for journal articles and papers targeted for scholars in each of the nine 
disciplines and for students of higher education in general. Our general goal is to 
enhance the participation of faculty in institutional governance by increasing their 
understanding of the continuum of ignorance, institutional role conflict, and normative 
confusion. 



METHODOLOGY 

The population under consideration is all the U.S. colleges and universities designated 
by the editors of the 1984 Barron's Guide {Barron's Proples of Anwrican ColU'\n's, 1984, 
14th edition, Woodbury, NY: Barron's Education Services, Inc.). Institutions dominated 
by narrow specialties such ^s art, music or design were explicitly exc uded from the 
population. Institutions with reported total student populations of less than 1,000 
students were also eliminated from the sample. 

Barron's Guide is organized by state with institutions being alphabetized within each 
state listing. A 50 percent sample of the 1,485 entries in the 19$'^ Barron's Guide was 
chosen by starting at the tlrst entry and sequentially numbering the entries. Only the 
odd numbered entries were considered for the sample. After one pass through the 
guide, 743 numbered entries were available for sampling. Of these entries, a small 
portion were too small (less than 1 ,000 students) or too specialized (e.g. San Francisco 



Art Institute. Ringley School of Art and Design, Savannah College of Art and Design, 
Westminster Choir College. Shenandoah College and Conservatory of Music) to be 
included in the sample. After eliminating 255 schools that did not meet the size criteria 
and 35 schools that did not meet the generality criteria, 453 institutions remained m the 
sample. 

A stratified random sample of the remaining institutions was formulated to acquire an 
adequate number of responses from the larger institutions. One-third of the stratum 
confining the smallest institutions, half of the institutions in the intermediate stratum, 
and three-fourths of the large universities comprised the final sampling frame. 

It was necessary to telephone each institution to acquire the name of the appropriate 
dean or deans. Depending on the organization of the institution, one or more deans 
should be appropriately canvassed. For instance, a smaller, more centralized academic 
administration typically has one academic dean, while larger, more specialized and 
diverse universities may have many deans heading separate colleges or schools. In 
liberal arts colleges, a single dean generally is responsible for all nine disciplines, while 
as many as three or four deans might have responsibility for these nine departments in 
large research universities. There were 265 deans in these institutions who had 
administrative responsibility for the nine disciplines of biology, chemistry, mathematics, 
English, history, music, political science, psychology, and sociology. 

Fifty-four percent of the 265 deans returned usable questionnaires in which they 
identified the chairs of the relevant departments under their jurisdiction. A parallel 
instrument was sent to these chairs and a similar return rate of 54 percent was realized. 
In both cases, follow-up procedures were applied, which consisted of 3n additional 
mailing to each dean or chair who did not respond. The chairs, in turn, identified 
faculty members in their departments. Usable surveys were returned by 38 percent ot 
the faculty members surveyed. The final samples consisted of 142 deans, 392 
department chairs, and 1,172 faculty members. Of the 142 deans, 74 represented schools 
with two or more deans; and 68 are from single dean schools. Of the 113 unique 
institutions represented, 45 are institutions with more than one dean. Figure 1 details 
the sample sizes and return rates for the nine disciplines separately, as well as the 
aggregate figures for the total study. 

Most of the questions in each survey instrument are duplicated in the other two 
questionnaires, which allows us to make direct comparisons of the reports received from 
deans department chairs and faculty members on a wide variety ot conditions related to 
teaching and research support. These comparisons can be made within each discipline, 
within institutional types, or for the nine disciplines as a whole. 

The complexities of the initial mailings and the follow-up letters to deans, department 
chairs and faculty members were handled using a unique SPSSX program created by one 
of the researchers (McFerron, 1990). Although random sampling procedures were used 
throughout the study, sampling biases at each stage were magnified by the snowball 
sampling design that was utilized to obtain exactly matched samples. 
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Figut^ 1. Sample Sizes by Disciplines and Positions 







Chairs 






Faculty 




DisciDline 


Deans* 








Sampled. 


Ileti^med 


Rate 


Biology 


32 


94 


48 


51% 


411 


183 


45% 


Chemistry 


39 


86 


59 


69% 


426 


172 


40% 


English 


26 


92 


44 


48% 


407 


155 


38% 


History 


27 


91 


43 


47% 


327 


109 


33% 


Mathematics 


33 


87 


47 


54% 


509 


175 


34% 


Music 


29 


67 


41 


61% 


312 


98 


31% 


Political Science 


19 


63 


26 


41% 


171 


60 


35% 


Psychology 


25 . 


77 


47 


61% 


286 


116 


41% 


Sociology 


25 


67 


37 


55% 


244 


104 


43% 


Total 142 


255* 


724 


392 




3093 


1172 





Return rates: 

Deans = 54% Chairs = 54% Faculty = 38% 

*Matched with chairs. 



This multi-Stage sampling design, the modest return rates, and the disproportionate 
stratified composition of the final samples make it necessary to be cautious in claiming 
that the data presented in this monograph are representative of the universe of 
American colleges and universities. However, we believe that these data provide a 
realistic view of teaching conditions in American higher education because of the 
consistency among the nine disciplinary sets in this study plus a similarly high degree of 
consistency between our results in this study, the original American Sociological 
Association's study, and three other studies of graduate deans, continuing education 
deans and chief liberal arts academic officers that we have completed in the past (Lynch 
and Bowker, 1984; Lynch and Bowker, 1985; Bowker, Lynch and McFerron, 1985). 

Choosing the unit of analysis in a study depends on the goals of the study. In the 
current research, we had to choose among institutions, deans, departments (represented 
by department chairs), and faculty members. Faculty members were chosen as a unit of 
analysis because our greatest concern is the effect of certain administrative practices and 
arrangements upon the quality of teaching delivered in and outside of classrooms by 
these faculty members. Because we chose faculty members as the unit of analysis in the 
study, some chairs and deans are not unique individuals in the tables presented in this 
monograph. They are the deans and chairs who have been matched individually with 
faculty members, which means that a chair or a dean who is represented by two faculty 
members in the fmal sample will be counted as two chairs or two deans in a table that is 
based on faculty respondents. Put differently, respondents in the samples of deans and 
chairs are weighted differently from respondents in the faculty sample. When presented 
for comparative purposes, their weight is equal to the number of faculty members who 
are matched with them in the fmal sample. 



VERIFICATION OF SAMPLE 



Verification of the sampling methodology involved repeating the identification of the 
1,485 institutions in the 1984 Barron's Guide . For each of the 453 schools in the 
50 percent random sample, variables expressing highest degree offered (bachelor's, 
master's, doctorate), affiliation (private, public, church-related), number of 
undergraduate students, and number of graduate students, were gathered from the 
individual articles in Barron 's Guide . These data were recorded on data sheets and 
subsequently entered into a data file. A chi-square analysis was run to determine the 
similarity between the population and the sample. 

The chi-square goodness-of-fit analysis for highest degree, affiliation, and number of 
graduate students results in differences between the observed proportions and the 
hypothesized proportions that are not statistically significant at the .05 level. For total 
students the difference is not significant at the .005 level. The representativeness of the 
sample is confirmed. The demographic profile of the 113 institutions in the final sample 
is shown in Figure 2 through Figure 5. Figure 6 shows the departmental proportions in 
the tlnal sample. 



Figure 2. Institutions by Total Student Enrollment 



Frequency Percent 



2000 or less 


26 


23.0 


2001-3000 


23 


20.4 


3001-5000 


18 


15.9 


More than 5000 


46 


40.7 


Total 


113 


100.0 



U) 



6 



Figure 3. Institutions by Graduate Student Enrollment 





Frequency 


Percent 


None 


28 


24.8 


1-500 


32 


28.3 


501-2000 


37 


32.7 


More than 2000 


16 


14.2 


Total 


113 


100.0 



Figure 4. Institutional Affiliation 





Frequency 


Percent 


Private-Independent 


24 


21.2 


Church Related 


27 


23.9 


Public 


62 


54.9 


Total 


113 


100.0 
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Figure 5. Institutions by Highest Degree Offered 





Frequency 


Percent 


Bachelor's 


27 


23.9 


Master's 


51 


45.1 


Doctorate 


35 


31.0 


Total 


113 


100.0 



Figure 6. Departmental Proportions in Sample 



Chairs Faculty 
Department Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 



Biology 


48 


12.2 


183 


15.6 


Chemistry 


59 


15.1 


172 


14.7 


English 


44 


11.2 


155 


13.2 


History 


43 


ll.O 


109 


9.3 


Mathematics 


47 


12.0 


175 


14.9 


Music 


41 


10.5 


98 


8.4 


Political Science 


26 


6.6 


60 


5.1 


Psychology 


47 


12.0 


116 


9.9 


Sociology 


37 


9.4 


104 


8.9 


Total 


392 


100.0 


1172 


100.0 
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ACCESSING THE TABLES 

The next several pages index the tables included in this monograph. To assist in further 
research, the tables have been cross-referenced by category. Following the categorized 
index, the title of each table is listed numerically. Lastly, the bulk of the monograph 
consists of the tables themselves. 



CATEGORIZED LIST OF TABLES 

A. TRACKING LOAD 
Table Title 

1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

2. Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

108. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Deans' Sample 

109. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

110. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

111. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' Sample 

112. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' Sample 

113. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Faculty Sample 

114. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample 

115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Deans' Sample 

116. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

118. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty Sample 

143. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 

198. Regression of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans* 
Sample 

199. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Deans' Sample 

200. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 
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201. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors' Salary and 
Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

202. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teacliing on Selected Deans' Assessment 
Variables, Chairs' Sample 

203. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

R. FUNDS FO R EXCELLENCE 
General 

59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

60. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Chairs' Sample 

62. Factor Analysi.^ of Adequacy of Resources, Faculty Sample 

88. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Dean's Ratings 
of Departmental Teaching Quality 

91. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Dean's Ratings 
of Departmental Research Quality 

1 19. Resource Adequacy by Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample 

188. Adequacy of Full Professors' Salaries by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' 
Sample 

197. Regression of Professors' Salary on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' 
Sample 

Teaching 

6. Funds for Offering Courses Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

7. Funds for Sabbaticals to Improve Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

107. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Formal Rewards 

135. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching. Deans' Sample 



136. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Deans' Sample 

139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

175. Relationships Between Formal Rewards for Teaching and Resource Adequacy 

176. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Deans' Sample 

177. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

178. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 

179. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Deans' Sample 

180. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

181. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 

Research 

3. Funds for Travel to Conferences by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

4. Funds for Research by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Grants, Faculty Sample 
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121. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Grants, Faculty Sample 

122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 

123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample 

124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 

125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample 

126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Deans' Sample 

127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Chairs' Sample 

128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Research, Deans' Sample 

130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards- Research, Chairs' Sample 

131. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Deparimeni 
Assessment Standards-Research, Deans' Sample 

133. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Deparimcnt 
Assessment Standards-Research, Chairs' Sample 

134. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Dcpariment 
Assessment Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

182. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight 
for Publishing, Deans' Sample 

183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Tenure Weight 
for Publishing, Chairs' Sample 
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184. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight 
for Research, Faculty Sample 

185. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary Awards 
for Research, Deans' Sample 

186. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary Awards 
for Research, Chairs' Sample 

187. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary Awards 
for Research, Faculty Sample 

C. TENURE 

General 

26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position 

46. Relationships Araong Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Deans' Sample 

47. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Chairs' Sample 

48. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Faculty Sample 

56. Factor Analysis of Variables m Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Deans' Sample 

57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Chairs' Sample 

58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions. Faculty Sample 

145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 

Teaching 

8. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

49. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Tenure Weight tor Research, Faculty Sample 

53. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sampl 

54. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

99. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree. Deans' Sample 
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146. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Deans' Sample 

147. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

148. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

149. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Course 
Quality, Deans' Sample 

150. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Course 
Quality, Chairs' Sample 

151. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Course 
Quality, Faculty Sample 

204. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

205. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

206. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

207. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

208. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource Adequacy 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

Research 

50. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty Sample 
100. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

152. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Publishing, Deans' Sample 

153. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment Suuidards - 
Publishing, Chairs' Sample 

154. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Publishing, Faculty Sample 
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155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Deans' Sample 

156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Chairs' Sample 

157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Faculty Sample 

209. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

210. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

211. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

214. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

215. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

216. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing oii Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

217. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource Adequacy 
Variables. Faculty Sample 

Service 

51. Tenure Weight for Institutional Ser\'ice by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 

52. Tenure Weight for Community Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty 
Sample 
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158. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-National Reputation, Deans' Sample 

159. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-National- Reputation, Chairs' Sample 

160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-National Presentation, Faculty Sample 

161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Deans' Sample 

162. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Chairs' Sample 

163. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Faculty Sample 

D. MERIT PAY 

General 

27. Repons of Merit Salary Awards, by Position 

56. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Deans' Sample 

57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Chairs' Sample 

58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Faculty Sample 

164. Relationship Between Selected Merit Salary Variables and Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 

Teaching 

9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

165. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Stand* rds- 
Teaching, Deans' Sample 
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166. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

167. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

168. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Deans' Sample 

169. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Chairs' Sample 

170. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Faculty Sample 

171. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample 

Research 

102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

172. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Deans' Sample 

173. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Chairs' Sample 

174. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Faculty Sample 

F. ASSESSMENT OF DEPA HTMFNT QUALITY 
r.etieral 

30. Perceptions of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans' Program 
Assessments 

36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Sample 

37. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample 
39. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors 

43. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards. Deans' Sample 

44, Factor Analysis of Deans' Departmem Assessment Standards. Chairs' Sample 
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45. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample 

63. RelaUonship Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Sample 

64. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample 

65. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Faculty Sample 

72. Relationships Among Department Chairs' Performance Variables 

87. Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Department Assessment 
Factors 

105. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Student Attrition by Deans' Race. 
Deans' Sample 

141. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of 
Resources, Faculty Sample 

142. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment 
Factors 

Teaching 

10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assessment of 
Department Quality, by Discipline 

11. Quality of Departmental Teaching, as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by 
Discipline 

31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality of Teaching and Research in Nine Departments 

40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research. Faculty Sample 

41. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Research by Deans' Deparimuit 
Assessment Standards-Publishing. Faculty Sample 

42. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Publishing. Faculty Sample 

89. Department Teaching Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

90. Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 
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94. Department Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

221. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment-Teaching Quality on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

231. Regression of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected Ccmmunications, 
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample 

Research 

12. Quality of Departmental Research, as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by 
Discipline 

38. Deans' Department Assessmert Standards-Publishing by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teachi.ig, Chairs' Sample 

92. Department Research Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Research, Faculty Sample 

93. Department Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research. Faculty Sample 

219. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment-Extramural Grants on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

220. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment-Publication Rate on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

232. Regression of Quality of Department Research on Selected Communicuiions, 
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample 

F. IMPACT ON THEOUAM TVOF EDUCATION 
Faculty Imp nct on Ouaiitv 

13. Influence of Faculty Committees on the Direction of Policy, by Discipline 

14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the Quality of Doparimcntal 
Education, by Discipline 

68. Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

103. Committee Infiuence by Institution's Highest Degree. Deans' Sample 



222. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Institutional Characteristics, 
Deans' Sample 

223. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Assessment Variables, Faculty 
Sample 

Chitirs' Impa ct on Quality 

73. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Chairs' Management Style, Faculty 
Sample 

74. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Chairs' Communication with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

75. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality, 
Chairs' Sample 

76. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality, 
Faculty Sample 

Defliis* Imoa pt on Quality 

66. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style, Faculty 
Sample 

67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Communicaiion with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

69. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

104. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest Degree. Deans' 
Sample 

224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Institutional Characteristics. Deans' 
Sample 

225. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Assessment Variables, Chairs' Sample 
G. MANAGEMENT STYLE 

15. Faculty Members' Rating of the Dean's Management Style. By Discipline 
33. Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position 
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70. Deans' Management Style by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 

226. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Institutional Characteristics, 
Deans' Sample 

227. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

Chairs 

16. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline 

77. Chairs' Management Style by Dean's Management Style, Chairs' Sample 

78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Faculty Sample 
H. COMMUNICATION STYLE 

Deans 

17. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Communications, by Discipline 
32. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Chairs, by Position 

34. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Faculty, by Position 

71. Deans' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Department Assessment 
iiandards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

228. Regression of Deans' Communication with Chairs on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

229. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Instiiutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

Chairs 

18. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline 

35. Perceptions of the Chairs' Communication with Faculty, by Position 
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79. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication with Faculty, 
Chairs' Sample 

80. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

I. SUPPORT FOB FACULTY nKVFJ.QPMENT 

21. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by 
Discipline 

22. Proportion of Total Costs for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by the 
Institution, by Discipline 

23. Professional Development Funds Per Faculty Member, by Discipline 

24. Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professors, by Position 

25. Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories of Faculty Support, 
by Position 

IS9. Relationships Between Professional Development Variables, Selected Formal 
Rewards and Selected Deans' Departmental Assessment Factors 

190. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attendeo by Faculty, by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Papers Gi^'en at Professional Meetings, 
Faculty Sample 

191. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Papers Given at Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample 

192. 'i . :al Professional Development Support by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

193. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight tor Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 

194. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight tor Research, Faculty 
Sample 

195. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Tenure 
Weight for Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample 

196. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure Weight tor 
St^rvice to Professional Organ iziUions, Faculty Sample 
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28. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Outstanding Programs, 
by Position 

29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Inferior Programs, by 
Position 

97. Deans' Priorities-Upgrading Inferior Departments by Institution's Highest Degree, 
Deans' Sample 

98. Deans' Priorities-Maintaining Outstanding Departments by Institution's Highest 
Degree, Deans' Sample 

K. CHARACTE RISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 

19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline 

20. Race of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline 

81. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics, 
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy 

82. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans* Department 
Assessment Factors 

83. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal 
Rewards, Deans' Performance and Chairs' Performance 

84. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Chairs' Characteristics, 
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy 

85. Relationships Between Selected Deans' Characteristics and Deans* Performance 
Variables 

86. Relationships Between Selected Chairs* Characteristics and Chairs* Performance 
Variables 

96. Relationship:; Between institutional Characteristics and Deans* Priorities. Formal 
Rewards and Deans' Performance 

106. Relationship Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans* Department 
Assessment Factors 
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NUMERICAL LIST OF TABLES 

I Table Title 

m 1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

2. Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

I 3. Funds for Travel to Conferences by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

^ 4. Funds for Research by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

I 6. Funds for Offering Courses Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

^ 7. Funds for Sabbaticals to Improve Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

• 8. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

I 9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 

10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assessment of 
■ Department Quality, by Discipline 

11. Quality of Departmental Teaching as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by 
fl Discipline 

12. Quality of Departmental Research as Raied by Departmental Faculty, by 
fl Discipline 

13. Influence of Faculty Committees on the Direction of Policy, by Discipline 

I 14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the Quality of Departmental 

Education, by Discipline 

I 15. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Management Style, by Discipline 

a 16. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline 

17. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Communications, by Discipline 

I 18. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline 

m 19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline 

20. Race of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline 
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21. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by 
Discipline 

22. Propoition of Total Costs for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by 
the Institution, by Discipline 

23. Professional Development Funds per Faculty Member, by Discipline 

24. Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professors, by Position 

25. Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories of Faculty Support, 
by Position 

26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position 

27. Reports of Merit Salary Awards, by Position 

28. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Outstanding Programs, 
by Position 

29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for Inferior Programs, by 
Position 

30. Perceptions of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans' Program 
Assessments 

31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality ofTeacl. ..r :Mid Research in Nine Departments 

32. Perceptions of the Deans' Communication with Chairs, by Position 

33. Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position 

34. " -jptions of the Deans' Communication with Faculty, by Position 

35. Perceptions of the Chairs' Communication with Faculty, by Position 

36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Sample 

37. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample 

38. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Publishing by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

39. Relationships A..iong Deans' Department Assessment Factors 

40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards- Research, Faculty Sample 
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41. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Research by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Publishing, Faculty Sample 

42. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Publishing, ■ Faculty Sample 

43. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Deans' Sample 

44. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Chairs' Sample 

45. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample 

46. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Deans' Sample 

47. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Chairs' Sample 

48. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Faculty Sample 

49. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample 

50. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

51. Tenure Weight for Institutional Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty 
Sample 

52. Tenure Weight for Community Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty 
Sample 

53. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 

54. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

56. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Deans' Sample 

57. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Chairs' Sample 

58. Factor Analysis of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisions, Faculty Sample 

59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

60. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 
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61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Chairs' Sample 

62. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources, Faculty Sample 

63. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Sample 

64. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample 

65. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Faculty Sample 

66. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style, Faculty 
Sample 

67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Communications with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

68. Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

69. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

70. Deans' Management Style by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

71. Deans' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Depar.ment Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

72. Relationships Among Department Chairs' Performance Variables 

73. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Chairs' Management Style. Faculty 
Sample 

74. Chai's' Impact on Educational Q".?*lity by Chairs' Communication with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

75. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality, 
Chairs' Sample 

76. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational Quality, 
Faculty Sample 

77. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Chairs' Sample 

78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style. Faculty Sample 
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79. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Dean's Communication with Faculty, 
Chairs' Sample 

80. Chairs' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication with Faculty, 
Faculty Sample 

81. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics, 
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy 

82. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 

83. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal 
Rewards, Deans' Performance and Chairs' Performance 

84. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Chairs' Characteristics, 
Teaching Variables and Resource Adequacy 

85. Relationships Between Selected Deans' Characteristics and Deans' Performance 
Variables 

86. Relationships Between Selected Chairs' Chara';teristics and Chairs' Performance 
Variables 

87. Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Departnjent Assessment 
Factors 

88. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Deans' 
Ratings of Departmental Teaching Quality 

89. Department Teaching Quality by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

90. Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 

91. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacy Variables and Deans' 
Ratings of Departmental Research Quality 

92. Department Research Quality by Deans' Departmeiu Assessment Standards- 
Research, Faculty Sample 

93. Department Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Research, l-aculty 
Sample 

94. Department Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching. Faculty Sample 
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95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample 

96. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal 
Rewards and Deans' Performance 

97. Deans' Priorities-Upgrading Inferior Departments by Institution's Highest 
Degree, Deans' Sample 

98. Deans' Priorities-Maintaining Outstanding Departments by Institution's Highest 
Degree, Deans' Sample 

99. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

100. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

103. Committee Influence by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 

104. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' 
Sample 

105. Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Student Attrition by Deans' Race, 
Deans' Sample 

106. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 

107. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Formal Rewards 

108. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Deans' Sample 

109. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

110. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

111. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Dean^' Sample 

112. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' Sample 

113. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing. Faculty Sample 

1 14. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty Sample 

115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching. Deans' Sample 
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116. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty Sample 

118. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research, Faculty Sample 

119. Resource Adequacy by Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty 
Sample 

120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Grants, Faculty Sample 

121. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-.-G rants, Faculty Sample 

122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards- Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 

123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards- Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample 

124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 

125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Extramural Grants, Chairs' Sample 

126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards- Research, Deani' Sample 

127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' Depuriment 
Assessment Standards-Research, Chairs' Sample 

128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Dea;>s' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Unienurcd Professors by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Research, Deans' Sample 

130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Research, Chairs' Sample 

ni. Adequacy of Resourct. for Research by Untenured Professors, by Deans' 
Department Ayse:smcnt Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 
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132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Deans' Sample 

133. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Chairs' Sample 

134. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

135. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Deans' Sample 

136. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans* Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Deans' Sample 

139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

141. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of 
Resources, Faculty Sample 

142. Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment 
Factors 

143. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standard-Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards-Teaching, 
Faculty sample 

145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department 
.Assessment Factors 

146. T,nure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
otandards-Teaching, Deans' Sample 

147. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Chairs' Sample 
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148. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Teaching, Faculty Sample 

149. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Course Quality, Deans' Sample 

150. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Course Quality, Chairs' Sample 

151. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Course Quality, Faculty Sample 

152. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Publishing, Deans' Sample 

153. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Publishing, Chairs' Sample 

154. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Publishing, Faculty Sample 

155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Departmem Assessmem 
Standards- Research, Deans' Sample 

156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards- Research, Chairs' Sample 

157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

158. Tenure Weight fo^ Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-National Reputation, Deans' Sample 

159. Tenure Weight tor Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' Departmem 
Assessment Standards-National Reputation, Chairs' Sample 

160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-National Presentation, Faculty Sample 

161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Deans' Sample 

162. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Chairs' Sample 
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163. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-Internal Reputation, Faculty Sample 

164. Relationships Between Selected Merit Salary Variables and Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 

165. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Deans' Sample 

166. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Chairs' Sample 

167. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 

168. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Deans' Sample 

169. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Chairs' Sample 

170. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Course Quality, Faculty Sample 

171. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment Standards- 
Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample 

172. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards 
Research, Deans' Sample 

173. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment Standards 
Research, Chairs' Sample 

174. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards- Research, Faculty Sample 

175. Relationships Between Formal Rewards tor Teaching and Resource Adequacy 

176. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching. 
Deans' Sample 

177. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

178. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 



3H 



H 

ERIC 



34 

179. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Deans' Sample 

180. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Chairs' Sample 

181. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 

182. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by Tenure Weight 
for Publishing, Deans* Sample 

183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Tenure Weight 
for Publishing, Chairs' Sample 

184. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by Tenure Weight 
for Research, Faculty Sample 

185. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary 
Awards for Research, Deans' Sample 

186. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary 
Awards for Research, Chairs' Sample 

187. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit Salary 
Awards for Research, Faculty Sample 

188. Adequacy of Full Professors' Salaries by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' 
Sample 

189. Relationships Between Professional Development Variables, Selected Formal 
Rewards and Selected Deans' Department Assessment Factors 

190. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-Papers Given at Professional Meetings, 
Faculty Sample 
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Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-Papers Given at Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample 

192. Total Professional Development Support by Deans Department Assessment 
Standards-Research, Faculty Sample 

193. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight tor Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 



194. Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty 
Sample 

195. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, by Tenure 
Weight for Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample 

196. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure Weight for 
Service to Professional Organizations, Faculty Sample 

197. Regression of Professors' Salary on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' 
Sample 

198. Regression of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' 
Sample 

199. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Deans' Sample 

200. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

201. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors' Salary and 
Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

202. Regression of 1 srcentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Deans' Assessment 
Variables, Chairs' Sample 

203. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

204. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

205. Regression of Tenure We :ht for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

206. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment Viiriables, 
Faculty Sample 

207. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

208. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource Adequacy 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

209. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 
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210. Pxegression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

211. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

214. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

215. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Assessment Variables, Deans' Sample 

216. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

217. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary and Selected 
Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 

218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource Adequacy 
Variables, Faculty Sample 

219. Regression of Deans' Department Assessment-Extramural Grants on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

220. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment-Publicalion Rate Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

221. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment-Teaching Quality on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

222. Regression of Committee Intluence on Selected Institutional Characteristics, 
Deans' Sample 

223. Regression of Committee Intluence on Selected Assessment Variables, Faculi\ 
Sample 

224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' 
Sample 

?25. Regrcbsion of Deani' Impact on Selected Assessment Variables, Chairs' Sample 



226. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Institutional Characteristics, 
Deans' Sample 

227. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Assessment Variables, 
Faculty Sample 

228. Regression of Deans' Communication with Chairs on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

229. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Assessment 
• Variables, Faculty Sample 

230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

231. Regression of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected Communications, 
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample 

^32. Regression of Quality of Department Research on Selected Communications, 
Impact, Influence, and Management Style Variables, Faculty Sample 
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Table 1. Teaching Load by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



Discipline 



Teachinq Load 


Bioloav 


Chemistry 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psych. 


Socioloay 


Total 


None 


O't 


4% 


3% 


1% 


2% 


1% 


a% 


4% 


0% 


2% 


1-7 Semester Credits 


21% 


31% 


8% 


10% 


14% 


2% 


25% 


20% 


14% 


17% 


8-10 Semester Credits 


31% 


27% 


24% 


38% 


24% 


11% 


25% 


26% 


32% 


27% 


11-13 Semester Credits 


38% 


33% 


54% 


41% 


48% 


56% 


33% 


45% 


44% 


44% 


14 or More Semester 
Credits 


9% 


6% 


12% 


10% 


12% 


30% 


8% 


5% 


11% 


11% 


Total 


99%* 


101%* 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


101%* 


101%* 


N 


183 


172 


155 


109 


175 


98 


60 


116 


104 


1172 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 2. Time Spent Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



Discipline 





Bioloav 


Chemistrv 


Enalish 


Historv 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


Tiqie Spent Teachina 
Less than 25% 


7% 


11% 


4% 


5% 


4% 


2% 


0% 


4% 


0% 


5% 


25% - 49% 


22% 


2 7% 


8% 


18% 


14% 


9% 


27% 


30% 


29% 


20% 


50% - 74% 


29% 


22% 


35% 


43% 


33% 


28% 


48% 


37% 


44% 


33% 


75% or more 


43% 


39% 


54% 


34% 


50% 


61% 


25% 


29% 


28% 


42% 


Total 


101%* 


101%* 


101%* 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


N 


182 


168 


153 


108 


173 


97 


59 


114 


101 


1155 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedu 
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Table 3. Funds for Travel to conferences by Piscipline, Faculty Sample 



Level of Funding for 
Travel to Conferences 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Total 

N 



394 
23'i 

lOO'i 
179 



Discipline 



Biol oav Chemistry English History Matrh Music PolSci Psvch. Socioloav Total 
30% 40% 29% 27% 19% 38% 35% 33% 47% 32% 



26% 
28% 
6% 

100% 

169 



31% 
26% 
14% 

100% 

153 



39% 

26% 
8% 
100% 
107 



42% 
30% 
9% 

100% 

171 



39% 
20% 
3% 
100% 
98 



40% 
15% 
10% 
100% 
60 



32% 
23% 
12% 

100% 

116 



*Where percentages do not £3um 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 



33% 



14% 



7% 



101%* 



103 



35% 



24% 



9% 



100% 



1156 
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Table 4. Funds for Resaarch by Untenured Professors by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



r 

Level of Funding 








DiBciDline 












for Research by 
Untenured Faculty 


Bioloqy 


Chemistry 


Enqlish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psych. 


SOCiolOQV 


Total 


Poor 


37% 


31% 


42% 


39% 


33% 


64% 


29* 


32% 


44% 


38% 


Fair 


32% 


32% 


2Sl 


32% 


46% 


26% 


44% 


40% 


35% 


36% 


Good 


26% 


30% 


I9v» 


25% 


19% 


9% 


22% 


19% 


16% 


21% 


Excel lent 


6% 


8% 


4% 


4% 


2% 


1% 


5% 


9% 


6% 


5% 


Total 


101%* 


101%* 


100'. 


100% 


100% 


100%' 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


N 


178 


170 


152 


100 


163 


89 


59 


115 


101 


1127 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due ^o statist ical rounding proce^iurbC, 
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Table 5. Funds for the Purchase of Library Journals by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



Discipline 



Level of Funding for 
Library Journals 

Poor 

Fair 

Good 

Excellent 

Total 

N 



Biology Chemistry English History Math Music PolSci Pavch. Socioloov Total 
27% 22% 23% 28% 16% 15% 27% 24% 32% 23% 



40% 

26% 
7% 
100% 
181 



30% 
39% 
8% 
99%* 
171 



34% 
36% 
7% 

100% 

151 



43% 
19% 
10% 

100% 

107 



36% 
40% 
8% 

100% 

168 



41% 
34% 
10% 
100% 
96 



33% 
37% 
3% 
100% 
60 



33% 
32% 
10% 
99%* 
114 



32% 



28% 



7% 



36% 



33% 



8% 



99%* 100% 



102 



1150 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures, 



• t 



Table 6. Funds for Offering Coursee Often Enough by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



Discipline 



Leuel of Fundi HQ for 


Biolociy 


Chemistrv 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Pavch. 




Total 


nfforipq Courses 
Poor 


7% 


4% 


13% 


11% 


5% 


b% 


9% 


6% 


12% 


8% 


Fair 


22% 


20% 


35% 


26% 


20% 


25% 


30% 


22% 


34% 


25% 


Good 


56% 


63% 


44% 


54% 


62% 


59% 


51% 


53% 


46% 


55% 


Excellent 


lb% 


13% 


8% 


10% 


14% 


11% 


10% 


20% 


8% 


12% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


1Q1%* 


100% 


100% 


N 


178 


166 


148 


102 


168 


97 


57 


116 


100 


1132 



•Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 7« Funds for Sabbacicale to Improve Teaching by Disciplinei Faculty Sample 



Discipline 



Level of Funding 
for Sabbaticals 


Bioloay 


chemistrv 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 




Pavch. 


SocioLoav 


Total 


Poor 


32% 


36% 


35% 


33% 


36% 


21% 


.% 


32% 


33% 


32 


Fair 


30% 


26% 


35% 


26% 


27% 


40% 


47% 


32% 


33% 


32% 


Good 


30% 


28% 


26% 


30% 


31% 


30% 


28% 


24% 


30% 


29% 


Excellent 


8% 


10% 


5% 


11% 


6% 


8% 


4% 


12% 


3% 


7% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


N 


173 


166 


150 


103 


166 


94 


57 


lis 


102 


1126 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 



Table 8. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Discipline, Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weight 

n « Hiaheat WeiahtJ 








niaeloline 












Bioloav 


ChemiQtrv 


EnaliBh 


HiBtorv 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


PBVCh. 


Socioloav 


Total 


1 


49% 


40% 


68% 


45% 


62% 


77% 


51% 


40% 


47% 


53% 


2 


11% 


17% 


14% 


24% 


11% 


S% 


17% 


21% 


18% 


15% 


3 


31% 


38% 


16% 


23% 


21% 


13% 


30% 


27% 


29% 


26% 


4. 5, 6 


8% 


4% 


3% 


8% 


6% 


4% 


2% 


12% 


7% 


6% 


Total 


99%* 


99%* 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


N 


179 


166 


148 


106 


169 


97 


59 


116 


103 


1143 



Where percentages do not sum 100. it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 



ERIC 



5!) 



Table 9. Merit Increases for Teaching by Discipline # Faculty Sample 



Diacioline 


Proportion Using Merit 
Inereasee to Reward 

Excellence in Teachina 


N 


Biology 


43% 


180 


Chemistry 


46% 


164 


English 


50% 


146 


History 


40% 


106 


Mathematics 


54% 


169 


Music 


53% 


90 


Political Science 


64% 


58 


Psychology 


56% 


111 


Sociology 


47% 


100 


Total 


49% 


1124 



Table 10. Faculty Views of the Deans' Value Placed on Teaching in the Assessment of Department Quality, by 
Discipline 



Discipline 



Deans value riacea 
on Teachinq 


Bioloav 


Chemistry 


Enalish 


H^storv 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Pevch, 


Socioloav 


Total 


Not Important 


10% 


8% 


5% 


12% 


4% 


2% 


9% 


9% 


5% 


7% 


Some Importance 


26% 


28% 


21% 


19% 


20% 


9% 


16% 


22% 


26% 


22% 


Important 


35% 


34% 


32% 


34% 


38% 


42% 


40% 


35% 


41% 


36% 


Very Important 


29% 


30% 


43% 


34% 


38% 


47% 


36% 


34% 


29% 


35% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


N 


178 


168 


150 


105 


168 


93 


58 


113 


101 


1134 



*Whero percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 




Table 11. Quality of Departmental Tpnching as Rated by Departmental Faculty by Diacipl 



piBcipline 



Quality of 


Bioloav 


Chemistry 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


SociaU--ait. 




Departmental Teachina 
Inferior 


0% 


1% 


0% 


0% 


1% 


0% 


0% 


2% 


G« 


1% 


Fair 


9« 


12% 


14% 


10^ 


13% 


9% 


15% 


8% 


16% 


U% 


Good 


65% 


64% 


62% 


56% 


62% 


65% 


55% 


60% 


69% 


63% 


O'ttetanding 


25% 


22% 


24% 


34% 


24% 


26% 


30% 


30% 


16% 


25% 


Total 


99%* 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100?. 


100% 


101%* 


101%* 


N 


182 


169 


152 


109 


172 


97 


60 


116 


102 


1159 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedu 
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Table 12. Quality of Departmental Research as Rated by Departmental Faculty, by Discipline 



Discipline 



Quality of 

Jejjartmental Research Biology Chemistry English History Math^ ijuslc PolSci Pavch. Sociology Total 



Inferior 

Pair 

Good 

Outstanding 

Total 

N 



9% 

47% 
35% 
9% 

100% 

182 



11% 
42% 
34% 
13% 

100% 

168 



9% 
45% 
40% 
6% 
100% 
152 



6% 
21% 
53% 
20% 

100% 

109 



22% 
42% 
32% 
4% 

100% 

170 



9% 12% 

38% 28% 



42% 



12% 



50% 



10% 



101%* 100% 



96 



60 



13% 

27% 
41% 
19% 

100% 

116 



9% 

42% 
40% 
9% 

100% 
100 



11% 

39% 
39% 

11% 
100% 
1153 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 13. Influence of Faculty Conunitteee on the Direction of Policy, by Discipl 



Discipline 



Influence of 
Pacultv Committees 


Bioloov 


Chemiatrv 


Enaliah 


Hiatorv 


Math 


Music 


PolSct 


Pavcb. 


Socioloav 




Not influential 


16% 


19% 


18% 


20% 


16% 


13% 


17% 


14% 


21% 


17% 


Some influence 


44% 


41% 


37% 


38% 


42% 


44% 


41% 


46% 


52% 


43% 


Influential 


22t 


27% 


30% 


32% 


28% 


34% 


30% 


34% 


21% 


30% 


Very influential 


6% 


13% 


14% 


9% 


14% 


9t 


12% 


6% 


6% 


11% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


N 


181 


170 


152 


106 


171 


98 


59 


11^ 


101 


1155 


*Mhere percentages 


do not sum 100 


, it is due 


to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 14. Faculty Members' Ratings of Their Own Impact on the Quality of Departmental Education^ by Discipline 



Discipline 



Impact o\ Faculty on 

Departmental Education Biology Chemlatry Enqliah History Math Music PolSci Psych. Sociology Total 



None 

Limited degree 
Fairly much 
Very much 
Total 
N 



3% 

32'*. 
50'j. 
16% 
1 0 14 * 

177 



1% 
32* 
44% 
22% 
99%* 
169 



5% 
38% 
36% 
21% 

100% 

154 



6% 

46% 
16% 

100% 

104 



3% 
44% 
40% 
13% 

100% 

174 



2% 

14% 
56% 
28% 
100% 
95 



3% 

42% 
40% 
15% 
100% 
60 



4% 

33% 
50% 
14% 

201%* 

115 



3% 



39% 



43% 



16% 



3% 



34% 



45% 



18% 



101%* 100% 



103 



1151 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 15. Faculty Members' Ratings of the Deans' Management Style, by Discipline 



Ratings of 


Bioloav 


Chemistry 


Eno 1 isn 


n 1, 19 UUL V 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


Deans' Manaaement 
Low participation 


16% 


16% 


18% 


20% 


11% 


19% 


21% 


18% 


15% 


17% 


Low average 


21% 


20% 


13% 


16% 


17% 


20% 


21% 


25% 


12% 


18% 


Average 


30% 


20% 


18% 


26% 


41% 


29% 


29% 


32% 


33% 


28% 


High average 


26% 


33% 


38% 


22% 


28% 


23% 


17% 


22% 


34% 


28% 


High participation 


8% 


11% 


14% 


16% 


4% 


8% 


12% 


4% 


. 7% 


9% 


Total 


lOl't* 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


101%* 


99%* 


100% 


101^* 


101%* 


100% 


N 


173 


162 


149 


103 


170 


94 


58 


114 


101 


1124 



*Where percentages 



do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 16, Faculty Membere' Ratings of the Chairs' Management Style, by Discipline 



Discipline 



Ratings of 
Chairs' Manaaement 


Bioloav 


Chemistrv 


Enaltsh 


H^^toifY 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


Low participation 


8% 


6% 


7% 


9% 


9% 


15% 


7% 


9% 


8% 


8% 


Low average 


11% 


19% 


12% 


12% 


12% 


13% 


14% 


10% 


16% 


13% 


Average 


18% 


18% 


17% 


27% 


18% 


20% 


17% 


13% 


22% 


19% 


High average 


33% 


28% 


35% 


26% 


36% 


24% 


41% 


40% 


26% 


32% 


High participation 


30% 


29% 


29% 


27% 


26% 


28% 


22% 


29% 


28% 


28% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


101%* 


100% 


101%* 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


N 


175 


162 


150 


105 


171 


94 


59 


115 


100 


1131 



tages do not suir. 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedu 
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Table 17. Faculty Members' Ratings 


of the Deans' Communications, 


by Discipline 










Ratings of 

Deans' Communications 








DiBcioline 












Rinlonv Chemistrv 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Pavch. 


So9ioloav 




Very little 


22% 


21% 


20% 


27% 


15% 


27% 

• 


25% 


22% 


22% 


22% 


Low average 


26% 


18% 


20% 


21% 


18% 


22% 


17% 


19% 


19% 


20% 


Average 


20% 


23% 


21% 


18% 


39% 


19% 


25% 


28% 


30% 


25% 


High average 


19% 


24% 


26% 


25% 


21% 


22% 


25% 


24% 


23% 


23% 


Very much 


12% 


1B% 


13% 


9% 


8% 


10% 


7% 


7% 


5% 


10% 


Total 


99%* 


101%* 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


99%* 


100% 


N 


176 


164 


151 


103 


171 


94 


59 


114 


103 


1135 



percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedure 
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Table 18. Faculty Membera' Ratings of the Chairs' Communications, by Discipline 



Ratings of chairs' 








Discipline 












Bioloav 


chemiatrv 


Enalish 


History 


Math 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


Commun icatons 
very iittie 


9% 


9% 


6% 


8% 


11% 


19% 


10% 


4% 


10% 


9% 


Low average 


10% 


10% 


10% 


13% 


9% 


7% 


12% 


9% 


12% 


10% 


Average 


12% 


21% 


14% 


11% 


17% 


18% 


15% 


17% 


19% 


16% 


High average 


33% 


29% 


28% 


31% 


28% 


19% 


33% 


30% 


29% 


29% 


Very much 


36% 


31% 


41% 


36% 


34% 


36% 


30% 


40% 


31% 


35% 


Total 


100% 


100% 


99%* 


99%* 


99%* 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


99%* 


N 


176 


166 


152 


106 


174 


94 


60 


115 


101 


1144 


*WhGrQ percentages 


do not sum 100 


, i.t is due 


to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 19. Gender of Faculty Respondents, by Discipline 



Gender 



Diflcipline 


Percent 


Percent 
Male 


N 


Biology 


AO 


82 


177 


Charaistry 


g 


94 


168 


English 




66 


155 


History 


13 


87 


106 


Mathematics 


16 


84 


174 


Music 


16 


84 


94 


Political Science 


13 


87 


60 


Psychology 


25 


75 


115 


Sociology 


31 


69 


101 


Total 


19 


81 


1150 
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Table 20. Race of Pacult;, Respondents, by Diecipline 



Race 



niaeioline 


Percent 
Minority 


Percent 
White 


N _ 




3 


9? 


177 


chetnietrv 


7 


93 


. 167 


EnoliBh 


6 


94 


153 


History 


8 


92 


IOC 


Mathematics 


8 


92 


170 


Music 


7 


93 


95 


Political science 


7 


93 


59 


Psychology 


4 


96 


115 


Sociology 


10 


90 


103 


Total 


6 


94 


1144 
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Table 21. Number of Out-of-state Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty in 1984-85, by Discipline 



Discipline 



Moptinas Attended 


Bioloay 


Chemistry 


Enalieh 


History 


M^th 


Music 


PolSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


0 


20% 


22% 


28% 


21% 


35% 


34% 


18% 


22% 


17% 


25% 


1 


34% 


30% 


24% 


29* 


34% 


34% 


33% 


31% 


30% 


31% 


2 


24<(. 


22% 


29t 


25% 


17% 


15% 


15% 


28% 


27% 


23% 


3 


n% 


15*. 


10% 


16* 


6% 


8% 


20% 


13% 


17% 


13% 


4 or wore 




11% 


8% 


9* 


9% 


8% 


13% 


7% 


9% 


9% 


Total 


100* 


100* 


99%* 


100% 


101%* 


99** 


99** 


101%* 


100% 


101%* 


N 


183 


172 


155 


109 


175 


98 


60 


116 


104 


3.172 



*Where percentaqea do not sum 100| it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 22. Proportion of Total Costa for Out-of-State Meeting Attendance Reimbursed by the Inatitution, by 
Discipline 



ProporMon of DiscipUnQ 



Meeting Costs Paid 


Bioloav 


Chemistrv 


Enalish 


Hiatorv 


Math 


Music 


Po.lSci 


Psvch. 


Socioloav 


Total 


by Institutions 
Zero 


21% 


34% 


13% 


16% 


16% 


35% 


15% 


25% 


17% 


22% 


1% - 25% 


14% 


9% 


10% 


12% 


6% 


10% 


25% 


12% 


21% 


12% 


2G% - 50% 


13% 


10% 


19% 


25% 


11% 


14% 


12% 


20% 


14% 


15% 


51% - 75% 


11% 


11% 


17% 


13% 


11% 


i4% 


14% 


15% 


20% 


13% 


76% - 90% 


15% 


9% 


14% 


19% 


16% 


19% 


19% 


12% 


10% 


14% 


91% or more 


27% 


26% 


27% 


15% 


41% 


8% 


15% 


16% 


18% 


23% 


Total 


101%* 


99%* 


100% 


100% 


101%* 


100% 




100% 


100% 


99%* 


N 


160 


149 


120 


93 


128 


78 


52 


96 


92 


966 



*Where percenLaqea do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding procedures. 
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Table 23. Professional Development Funds per Faculty Member, by Discipline 



Discipline 



Professional 
Development Funds 



Zero 

$1 - $250 

$251 - §500 

$501 - SI, 000 

$1,001 - $2,000 

More than $2,000 

Total 

N 



Rioloav ch '^ rrft-vY PnnliBh Historv Math Musjc ESlSSi pflyph- goc^Q^oqV Wftl 



9% 

17% 

20% 
18% 
14% 
22% 

100% 

177 



17% 
12% 
13% 

16% 
18% 
24% 

100% 

169 



13% 
21% 
23% 
16% 

16% 
99%* 
146 



14% 

19% 

28% 
15% 
12% 
11% 

101%* 

105 



16% 
17% 
22% 

20% 
7% 

18% 
100% 
162 



28% 
26% 
17% 
19% 
3% 



9% 
26% 
14% 
16% 
18% 



6% 16% 
99%* 99%* 

93 55 



13% 

22% 
18% 
10% 
11% 
26% 
100% 
110 



10% 
19% 
29% 
24% 
11% 
6% 



14% 

19% 
20% 
17% 
12% 
18% 



99%* 100% 



99 



1116 



•Where percentages do not sum 100, it ia due to SLatistical rounding procedures, 
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Table 24« Ratings of the Adequacy of Salaries of Full Professorsi by Position 



Adequacy of Salaries 
of Full Professors 


Percent 
Deans 


Ppsitione 

Percent 

Chairs 


Percent 
Faculty 


Very poor 


1 


7 


7 


Poor 


24 


32 


32 


Average 


39 


44 


40 


Good 


23 


IS 


16 


Very good 


12 


3 


S 


Total 


99* 


101* 


100 


N 


140 


392 


1140 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding 
procedures. 



Table 25, Estimates of the Availability of Funds for Various Categories 
Faculty support/ by Position 



poaitions 



Avfll lability of FMpda* 


Percent 
Deans 


Percent 
Chairs 


Percent 
FacultAL 


TrAt/fil to conferences 


49 


39 


33 


TrAVAi to develoD arants 


. 21 


19 


15 


PAfifiAireh bv senior orofessors 


31 


18 


21 


Research bv untenured professors 


36 


26 


26 


Purchaflfi of computer equipment 


63 


43 


44 


PurchASA of research ecruipment 


28 


18 


20 


Purchase of library books 


54 


55 


48 


Pnrrhjiaa of libraifV iOUmalS 


54 


40 


41 


Personnel for grant development 


27 




24 


Offering courses frequently enough 


86 


78 


67 


Student research assistants 


21 


21 


19 


Student teaching assistants 


28 


39 


32 


Sabbaticals to improve teaching 


58 


46 


36 


Sabbaticals to do publishable research 


64 


56 


46 


N 


142 


392 


1172 



♦Percentages refer to the proportion of respondents in each position who 
estimate the availability of funds for a given support category to bo good or 
excellent . 



Table 26. Reports of Tenure Weights, by Position 



jenure V^^iahfcfl* 


Percent 
Deans 


Percent 
Chairs 


Percent 
Facultv 


Teaching 


77 


76 


53 


Research 


10 


14 


16 


Publication 


18 


19 


35 


Committees 


0 


1 


2 


Professional Organizations 


0 


0 


0 


Community Service 


0 


0 


0 


N 


142 


392 


1172 



-Percentages refer to the proportion of respondents in each position who 
rated each factor as the most important factor in tenure decisions (highest 
tenure weight) . 

--Percentages sum more than 100 because of ties for the highest ranking tenure 
weight . 
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Table 27. Reports of Merit Salary Awards, by Position 



Merit Salarv Awa::ds 


Percent 
Deans 


Percent 
Chairs 


Percent 
Faculty 


For teaching 


75 


67 


49 


For research 


75 


64 


65 


For community service 


38 


34 


20 


N 


140 


392 


1172 
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labia 28. Perceptiora of the Deans' Renource Allocation Policy for 
Outstanding Programs, by Position 



Priority Placed on Maintaining 
outatandina Proatams 


Percent 
Deans 


Positions 

Percent 

Chairs 


Percent 
Facult.v 


First Priority 


67 


57 


59 


Second Priority 


19 


22 


20 


Lower Priority 


13 


..1 


21 


Total 


99* 


100 


100 


N 


134 


322 


931 


*Where percentages do not sum 100, 


it is due to 


atatiatical rounding 





procedures. 



Table 29. Perceptions of the Deans' Resource Allocation Policy for 
Inferior Programs, by Position 



Posit ions 

Priority Placed on Improving Percent Percent " percent 



Inferior Proorama 




Chairs 


Faculty 


First Priority 


13 


16 


14 


Second Priority 


13 


10 


11 


Third Priority 


8 


14 


13 


Lower Priority 


67 


60 


62 


Total 


101* 


100 


100 


N 


118 


297 


870 


*Where percen rages do not sum 100, 
procedures . 


it is due to 


statistical rounding 
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Table 30. Percept iona of the Importance of Selected Factors in the Deans' 
Program Aasesamente 



Positions 



Factors in the Deans' 


Percent 
Deans 


Percent 
Chairs 


Percent 
Facultv 


Grants obtained 


45 


37 


56 


Publications 


58 


47 


64 


pAntf&r*fi dfilivfired 


60 


45 


53 


Conferences oraanized 


44 


33 


42 




74 


81 


69 


TeachinQ Quality 


96 


92 


71 


Internal reputation 


75 


79 


70 


External reputation 


60 


42 


52 


Student quality 


79 


57 


41 


Attrition 


58 


48 


43 


Number* level of courses 


55 




1 3 


Time for degree 


20 


22 


18 


Fellowship awards to students 


38 


23 


16 


Placement of graduat^es 


71 


43 


29 


Research quality 


84 


67 


68 


N 


142 


392 


1172 



-Percentages represent the proportion of the respondents in each position who 
rated each factor as important or very important in the deans' program 
assessments. 



Table 31. Deans' Ratings of the Quality of Teaching and Research in Nine 
Departments 



Protaoftion Rated as Providing Outstanding;. 



Departtnent 


Teachina 


Research 


Biology 


38% 


33% 


Chemistry 


25% 


21% 


English 


27% 




History 


36% 


24% 


Mathematics 


24% 


12% 


Music 


26% 


11% 


Political Science 


24% 


13% 


Psychology 


30% 


22% 


Sociology 


18% 


8% 



N > 142 



Table 32, Perceptions of the Deans' Conununication with Chairsi by Position 



Positions 



Deans' Communication 


Deans 


Chairs 


Very little 


0% 


2% 


Low average 


1% 


12% 


Average 


4% 


19% 


High average 


28% 


J4% 


Very much 


67% 


32'i. 


Total 


100% 


99%* 


N 


142 


386 



*Where percentages do not sum 100 , it is due to statistical rounding 
procedures. 



Table 33, Perceptions of the Deans' Management Style, by Position 



Deans' Manaaementi Stvle 


Percent 
Deans 


Positions 

Percent 

Chairs 


Percent 
Faculty 


Low participation 


1 


4 


16 


Low average 


1 


15 


18 


Average 


16 


25 


28 


High average 


60 


38 


28 


High participation 


21 


18 


9 


Total 


99* 


100 


99* 


N 


142 


384 


1124 



*Where percentages do not sum 100, it is due to statistical rounding 
procedures • 



Table 34. Perceptions of the Deans' communication with Faculty, by Position 



Deans' Communication 


Percent 
Deans 


Positions 

Percent 

Chairs 


Percent 
Faculty 


Very little 


0 


7 


22 


Low average 


4 


17 


20 


Average 


16 


30 


25 


High average 


47 


30 


23 


Very much 


33 


16 


10 


Total 


100 


100 


100 


N 


142 


384 


1135 
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Table 35* Perceptions of the Chairs' Communication with Faculty, by Position 



Posit ions 



Chairs ' Communication Chairs Faculty 



Very little 


0% 


9't. 


Low average 


2% 


10% 


Average 


8% 


16% 


High average 


38% 


29t 


Very much 


52% 


35% 


Total 


100% 


99%* 


N 


389 


1144 



r 



Table 36. Relationships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Deans' Sample 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


10 


11 12 13 


1. 


Grants obtained 


X 






















2. 


Publ i cat ions 




X 




















3. 


Papers del i vered 


.41*** 




X 


















A. 


Conferences organized 


.23** 


.19** 


.46*** 


X 
















5. 


Enrol Iment 


.\) 


.06 


.00 


.07 


K 














6. 


Teaching quali ty 


-.17« 


-.18* 


-.15* 


.14 


.05 


X 












7. 


Internal reputation 


.03 


- .07 


-.09 


.06 


.21** 


.23** 


X 










a. 


External reputation 




.34*** 


.28*** 


.25** 


.11 


-.11 


.21** 


X 








9. 


Student quality 


.07 


.01 


.03 


. 14* 


.00 


.27*** 


.19** 


.26*** 


X 






10. 


Attrition 


.03 


-.10 


-.07 


.16* 


.25*** 


.09 


.14* 


.05 


.27*** 


X 




11. 


Course qual ity 


.05 


.01 


.02 


.18* 


.24*** 


.20** 


.17* 


.12 


.33*** 


.33*** 


X 


12. 


Tinie for degree 


. 12 


-.11 


-.15* 


.05 


.11 


.05 


.27*** 


.09 


.25*** 


.38*** 


.25*** X 


13. 


fellowship nwards to students 


.22** 


.10 


.08 


.12 


- .09 


.06 


.13* 


.27*** 


.29*** 


.13 


.13* ,31*** X 


U. 


Pldccment of grudualcb 


.21*' 


.11 


.16* 


. 16* 


.00 


.07 


.22** 


.21** 


.28*** 


.24** 


.20** .28*** .30* 


IS. 


Research qual i ty 


.^2*** 


.65*** 


.46*** 


.22*' 


- .05 


' . 17* 


• .04 


.29"** 


.10 


-.08 


-.03 .04 .17* 



14 15 



•**Si9n: t icaru iii less Xhim .U01. 

••SignttUtini loss thcin .01. 

•Signifu.ifU .iT Ic-^s Ihiif^ .05. 

't:oM t;liit loi^-^. /iic t.iij b. N - Uu.ifv, 



X 

.05 



4 & ' 
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Table 37. Relat ionships Among Deans' Department Assessment Factors, Chairs' Sample' 







1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


3 


9 


10 


11 


12 


1. 


Grants obtained 


X 
























2. 


Publ ications 


.55*** 


X 






















3. 


Papers del i verec' 


.44*** 


.69*** 


X 




















4. 


Conferences organized 


.29*** 


.39*** 


.61*** 


X 


















5. 


Enrol Inient 


• .01 


-.08* 


.06 


.00 


X 
















6. 


Teaching quah ly 


-.16*** 


-.11** 


.01 


.08 


.07 


X 














7. 


Internal reputation 


.01 


.02 


.05 


.09* 


. 14** 


.26*** 


X 












B. 


External reputat ion 


.37*** 


.41*** 


.30*** 


.28*** 


• .06 


-.03 


.22*** 


X 










9. 


Stiidonl qua I \ ly 


-.02 


■ .04 


-.03 


.07 


.04 


.36*** 


.29**^ 


.25*** 


X 








10. 


Attrition 


- .09* 


• .21*** 


• .12 


• .01 


.34*** 


.07 


1 7** * 

. If 


n 1 










11. 


Couriie qua 1 1 ty 


-.13** 


-.15*** 


' .07 


.02 


.11** 


.33*** 


.21*** 


.04 


.40*** 


.30*** 


X 




12. 


T tnie for degree 


• .01 


• .06 


• .01 


.08* 


.08* 


.07 


.14** 


.10* 


.25*** 


.28*** 


.37*** 


X 


13. 


fellowship awiirds to stu^ients 


.25*** 


.15*** 


. 12»* 


.20*** 


.01 


.02 


.13** 


.31*** 


.27*** 


.15*** 


.13** 


.32*** 


K. 


PlacemerU of gfcidUiitt-s 


.06 


• .01 


.0/ 


.17*** 


.0? 


.18*** 




.14** 


.34*** 


.16*** 


.26*** 


.21*** 


lb. 


Kest'cw ch qua I \ ly 


.41*** 


.65*** 


.4«»»» 


.il*»* 


• .09* 


.01 


.11** 


.38*** 


.03 


• .21*** 


.11** 


-.05 































••*SnjnitK*tnt «»t u-.^ th.if^ .OUl 
••Sujni f u cifil ,it Ifss th.jf\ .01. 
♦Signitu.ifU iit liss \hi\t\ .US. 
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Table 38. Deans' Department Assessment Standards — Publishing by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standard8"*Teaching, Chairs' Sample 





Deans ' 


Assessment- 


-Teachina 


Deans' Assessment-- 
Publishina 


Not; Somewhat 
Important 


Imoortant 


Very 

* Important 


Not important 


20 


15 


15 


Somewhat important 


13 


32 


44 


Important 


40 


29 


27 


Very important 


27 


23 


14 


N 


(30) 


(145) 


(206) 



Tau b = -.111 significant at less than .01. 
♦Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 




Tdbl * 39. Rolalionships Among Deans' Deportment Assessment Factors 







1 


2 


3 




5 


6 


7 


1. 


Grants obtained 


X 














2. 


Publ i cat ions 


.59*** 


X 












3. 


Papers del i vercd 


.39*** 


.60*** 


X 










A. 


Conferences organized 




.33*** 


.03 


X 








5. 


Enrol linenl 


-.lO*** 


-.12*** 


■ .13*** 


.0^* 


X 






6. 


Teaching qua 1 1 ty 


'.3Ci*** 


- .28*** 


.06* 


- .03 


.16*** 


X 




7. 


Internal reputat ion 


• .01 


.00 


.30*** 


.12*** 


.17*** 


.26*** 


X 


8. 


External reputation 


.37*** 


.41*** 


.02 


.25*** 


-.07** 


-.10*** 


.27**^ 


9. 


Student qual i ty 


-.06** 


■ .09*** 


• .06** 


.12'** 


.15*** 


.A1*** 


.28'** 


10, 


Attrition 


-.12*** 


-.18*** 


• .05* 


.05* 


.42*** 


.19*** 


.15**' 


1 L 


Course qual i ty 


-.16*** 


• .20*** 


.03 


.OA 


.18*** 


.35*** 


.23**' 


12. 


TinK? for degree 


• .07** 


• .10*** 


.16*** 


.15*** 


.12*** 


.19*** 


. 18** 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


.IB*** 


.12'** 


.01 


.23*** 


.01 


.11*** 


.17** 


K. 


Placement of graduates 




• .10*** 


./.6*** 


.11*** 


,11**' 


.27*** 


.21'* 


IS. 


Research qual i ty 




.63»»* 


.27*»* 


.?8*'* 


- .15'*' 


- .12*'* 


.C'6*' 



•••Shjmi t Kiint <Jt U^N^ than .UOl. 
••Sujnif iciinl at U-ss thjn .01. 
•Signi f ^Ciint at It-.s U\x\\\ .05. 

'torf elaliotis df e lnu t). N - 1,172 fjiulty. 
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.05* 


.31*** 


X 










.01 


.A2*** 


.32*** 


X 








.07** 


.30*** 


.31*** 


.41*** 


X 






.26*** 


.34*** 


.15*** 


.26*** 


.37'** 


X 




.12*'* 


.42'** 


.24*** 


.35*** 


.27*** 


.46*** 


X 


.41**' 


.06* 


• .15'** 


• .09*** 


- .04 


.25*** 


.06** 



1' ;> 



Table 40. Deans' Department Assessment Standards — Teaching by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards — Research, Faculty Sample 







Deans ' Assessment — Research 




Deans ' Assessment — 
Teachina 


Not 

Important 


Somewhat 


T mr^nr*ti Ant* 


Very 

Important 


Not important 


8 


4 


7 


8 


Somewhat important 


27 


15 


20 


28 


Important 


31 


34 


39 


35 


Very important 


33 


47 


33 


23 


N 


(72) 


(288) 


(414) 


(345) 


Tau b - -.12, significant 


at less than 


.001. 







♦Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 




Table 41. Deans' Department AeseBsment Standards— Research by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards—Publishing, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Aaaeaament — Publiahina (%>* 



Deans' Assessment- 
Research 


Not 

Imoortant 


Somewhat 
zmDortianTi 


IniDwruonv 


Very 


M^f* i mnAv*t^ Anil 


57 


22 


2 


0 


Somewhat important 


32 


54 


23 


4 


Important 


6 


18 


49 


20 


Very important 


6 


7 


26 


75 


N 


(72) 


(288) 


<414) 


(345) 


Tau b » .63, significant at 


less than 


.001. 







*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 42. Deans' Department Aaseeament Standarde— Teaching by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standarc<s— Publishing, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment— 
Teaching , 


Not 

Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant* 


Imt)or_tan.t 


Very 

T «M M A ^ A M 


Not important 


-5 


-S 


9 


IS 


Somewhat important 


10 


13 


25 


37 


Important 


23 


29 


32 


29 


Very important 


62 


52 


34 


19 


N 


(78) 


(245) 


(409) 


(395) 



Tau b s -.28, significant at less than .001. 
*Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 43. Factor Analyeis of Deans' Department AaBesament Standards i 
Deans' Sample 



Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation 
Variables 1 2 3 4_ 



Extramural Grants 


.752 


.278 


.087 


-.195 


Publications 


.872 


-.065 


.015 


-.056 


Papers 


.779 


-.137 


-.096 


.259 


Conferences 


.394 


.011 


.113 


.638 


Enrollment 


.097 


-.190 


.844 


-.080 


Teaching Quality 


-.335 


.147 


.130 


.707 


Institutional Reputation 


-.082 


.357 


.380 


.112 


National Reputation 


.578 


.408 


.101 


-.042 


Student Quality 


.013 


.614 


.061 


.408 


Attrition 


-.094 


.296 


.641 


.092 


Courses 


-.003 


.197 


.586 


.324 


Degree Time 


-.136 


.637 


.348 


-.196 


Fellowships 


.152 


.753 


-.127 


.086 


Placement 


.180 


.572 


.196 


.054 


Reseacch 


.768 


.070 


-.140 


.025 



Eaetor 



Eigenvalue 



1 
2 
3 
4 



3.375 
2 .778 
1.348 
1.214 



Percentage of Variance Explained 
Each Factor Cumulative 



22.5 
18.5 
9.0 
8.1 



22.5 
41.0 
50.0 
58.1 
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Tablfi 44. Factor Analysis of Deans' Department Assessment Standards, Chairs' 
Sample 





Factor 


Loadinas 


After Varimax 


Rotation 




1 


2 


3 


4 




.731 


. 168 


-.234 


.024 




.886 


-.032 


-.112 


-.098 




.845 


-.041 


.050 


-.001 




. 664 


.086 


. 143 


-.077 




-.006 


-.067 


.051 


.878 


Teaching Quality 


-.019 


-.063 


.851 


-.077 


Znatitutional Reputation 


.172 


.152 


.559 


.219 


National Reputation 


.582 


.388 


.085 


-.076 


Student Quality 


.018 


.518 


.599 


.017 


Attrition 


-.168 


.364 


. 155 


.708 


Courses 


-.169 


.368 


.585 


.184 


Degree Time 


-.071 


.630 


.123 


.208 


Fellowships 


.241 


.792 


-.035 


-.015 


Placement 


.098 


.648 


.213 


.013 


Research 


.779 


-.029 


.079 


-.184 



Eigenvalue 



Percentage of Variance Explained 
Each Factor qMm\tl^tj,vQ 



1 
2 
3 
4 



3.742 
3.028 
1.264 
1. 136 



24.9 
20.2 
8.4 
7.6 



24.9 
45.1 
33.6 
61.1 
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Tabla 4S. Factor AnalyaiB of Deane' Dapartmsnt Assaaament Standards, Faculty 
Sampla 





Factor 


Loadinas 


After Varimax Rotation 




1 


2 




3 


4 


A u & CUIIVI & A X vi*ataw* 


.757 


-.041 




150 


-.123 


Publ ICAti ions 


.667 


-.144 




131 


- . 046 




.815 


.032 




.174 


-.100 




.663 


.158 




• 274 


— . U f 0 


Enrollment 


-.057 


-.017 




.801 


.234 


Teaching Quality 


— . J ^ A 


280 




.151 


.601 


Institutional Reputation 


.131 


.111 




.115 • 


.806 


National Reputation 


.631 


.135 




. ^ ^ w 


334 


Student Quality 


.007 


.596 




• 109 




AbwrLb ion 


-.097 


.360 




.715 


.027 


Courses 


— . w 


.625 




. ^ w X 




Degree Time 


-.016 


.691 




. & «9 D 


- 041 




. 283 


.759 




. X £ w 


. 003 




. 010 


.710 




-.005 


. 235 




. 760 


.039 




-.272 


. 138 






Percentage of 


Variance 


Explained 


Factor Eiaenvalue 




Each Factor 




Cumulative 


1 3.78 




25. 


2 




25.2 


2 3.36 




22. 


4 




47.6 


3 1.24 




8. 


3 




55.9 


4 1.05 




7.0 




62.9 



2TAB4 5 
4/1/91 



in 



Table 46. Relationehips Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, Deans' Sample" 



Tenure Weights 



1. Teaching 

2 . Research 

3. Publications 

4. Organizational 
service 

5. Professional 
organization service 

6. Community service 



X 

-.17* X 

-.59*** .15* X 

.38*** -.35*** -.50*** 



-.04 



-.05 



.22** -.10 



.22** 



-.18** 



-.11 



.31*** -.12 



Merit Salary Awards 



7. Teaching 



8. Research 



9. Public Service 



16* 



-.20** 



.09 



.09 



. 17' 



-.02 



-.01 



-.16' 



.01 



24** -.23** -.02 



.04 



-.10 



*** Significant at less than .001. 
** Significant at less than .01. 
* Significant at less than .05. 

^Correlations are tau b. N = 142 deans. 



. 10 



. 14* 



-.17' 



.85' 



.46*** 



.46*** 
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Table 47. Relationships Among Tenure Weights and Merit Salary Awards, chairs' Sample* 



Tenure Weiqhta 

1. Teaching 

2. Research 

3. Publications 



X 

-.38*** 



X 

.34*** 



4. Organizational 
service 




.34*** - 


.39*** 


.38*** 


X 








5. Professional 

organization service 


-.03 


.02 


.05 


.06 


X 






6. Community wervice 


.20*** - 


.09* 


.24*** 


.35*** 


.06 


X 




Merit Salary Awards 


















7. Teaching 




■-.09* 


.15*** 


.14** 


-.12** 


.04 


-.05 


X 


8. Research 




-.28*** 


.31*** 


. 39*** 


-.32*** 


-.03 


-.20*** 


-,68*«* 


9. I'ublic Service 




. 06 


.05 


. 05 


.05 


-.12** 


.06 


.46*** 


Sicjnificant at 
** Significant at 
* Significant -^t 


less 
less 
less 


than .001. 
than .01. 
than .05. 














''correlations are tau b. 


N = 392 department 


chairs . 











8 



X 

44* * * 
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Table 48. RelatlonshipB Among Tenure Welghte and Merit Salary Awards, Faculty Sample" 



Tenure Weights 

1 . Teaching 

2. Research 

3. Publications 

4. Institutional 
service 

5. Professional 
organization service 

6. Community service 



X 

-.44*** 
- , 59* ** 

.35*** 
-.07* 



X 

. 30*** 
,,37*** 

.07** 



X 

-.38*** 
.05* 



-.05* 



,29*** -.20*** -.30*** .35*** -.03 



Merit Salary Awards 



7. Teaching 



8. Research 



9. Public Sorvico 



. 14 * * * 
- . 30* ** 
.09*** 



.00 

. 28* * * 

.02 



Significant at luu'j tlian .001. 
• • Significant at less3 than .01. 
• Significant at lean than .05. 

^correlations are tau b. N 1,172 faculty. 



' .01 

. 39* * * 
-.06* 



.04 -.01 
.32*** .00 
.03 -.05* 



-.03 X 
-.25*** .46*** X 
,09*** .45*** .29*** X 
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Table 49. T«nur© Weight for Teaching by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty 
Sample 



Tenure Weight 
for Teachina 




Tenure Weight 


tor Researcn 


(*) 




Highest 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht . 


Fifth 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Highest weight 


5 


43 


75 


76 


93 


87 


Second weight 


40 


0 


23 


13 


4 


13 


Third weight 


46 


45 


0 


9 


I 


0 


Fourth weight 


8 


12 


2 


2 


1 


0 


or lower 














N 


(181) 


(435) 


(267) 


(120) 


(72) 


(45) 



Tau b » -.44, significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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TabU 50. Tenure Weight for Publiehing by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 



Tenure Weight 

for Publiflhino 




Tenure Weight 


for Teaching 


(%)* 


Highest 
weioht 


Second 

Weioht 


Third 
weioht 


Fourth Weight 
or Lower 


Highest weight 


2 


73 


71 


7B 


Second weight 


36 


0 


28 


19 


Third weight 


24 


18 


0 


1 


Fourth weight 


16 


4 


1 


0 


Fifth weight 


13 


2 


0 


0 


Lowest weight 


10 


2 


0 


1 


N 


591) 


(157) 


(293) 


(74) 



Tau b » -«59, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding* 
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Table 51. Tenure Weight for Institutional Service by Tenure Weight for 
Teachingi Faculty Sample 







Tenure Weight 


for Teaching 


(%)• 


Tenure Weight for 
Institutional Service 


Highest 


Second 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Fourth Weight 
or Lower 


First, second weight 


39 


8 


5 


10 


Third weight 


20 


36 


0 


43 


Fourth weight 


29 


45 


63 


14 


Fifth, sixth weight 


12 


12 


32 


33 


N 


(599) 


(160) 


(281) 


(70) 



Tau b » .35, significant at less than .OOl. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 52. Tenure Weight for community Service by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)" 



Tenure Weight for 
Communitv Service 


Highest 

Welaht 


Second 
welaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Fourth Weight 
or Lower 


First, second weight 


5 


4 


1 


1 


Third weight 


19 


5 


0 


6 


Fourth weight 


15 


13 


6 


7 


Fifth weight 


20 


29 


12 


22 


Lowest weight 


42 


49 


81 


63 


N 


(586) 


(154) 


(280) 


(71) 



Tau b » .29, significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 53. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weiaht for Teachina 


Merit Salary Awards 
No 


for Teachina 

Yes 


Fourth weight or lower 


10 


3 


Third weight 


28 


23 


Second weight 


14 


15 


Highest weight 


47 


59 


N 


(550) 


(546) 



Tau b " .14, significant at less than .001. 
"Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 54. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for Research, 
Faculty Sample 



Merit Salary Awar ds for Research 



Fourth weight or lower 


wo 
4 


yea 
8 


Third weight 


11 


34 


Second weight 


10 


18 


Highest weight 


75 


41 


N 


(387) 


(712) 


Tau b ■ -.30, significant at 


less than .001. 





•Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 55. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Merit Salary Awards for 
Research, Faculty Sample 



« 




Salarv Awards for Research (%) 


Merit Salftrv Awards for TeachiJi3 


NO 


Yes 


No 


82 


34 


Yes 


18 


66 


N 


(395) 


(717) 



Tau b > .46, significant at less than .001. 
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Table S6« Factor AnalyBie of Variables in Tenure and Merit Pay Decisional 
Deans' Sample 

Factor Loadings After Varimax Rotation 
variables 1 2 3 



Tenure - Teaching 


.769 


.066 


-.151 


Tenure - Research 


-.457 


.023 


-.705 


Tenure - Publication 


-.852 


-.079 


.248 


Tenure - Institutional Service 


.794 


.039 


.201 


Tenure - Professional Organisations 


-.214 


.095 


.727 


Tenure - Conununity Service 


.540 


.055 


. 157 


Merit Pay - Teaching 


.179 


.893 


.020 


Merit Pay - Research 


.282 


.877 


.085 


Merit Pay - Public Service 


-.201 


.757 


.013 



Factor 



Eigenvalue 



1 
2 
3 



2.888 
1.943 
1.160 



Percentage of Variance Explained 
Each Factor cumulative 



32.1 
21.6 
12.9 



32. 1 
53.7 
66.6 




Tabla 57. Factor Analysis of Variables 
Chairs' Sample 


in Tenure and 


Merit Pay 


Decisions^ 




Factor Loadinaa 


After Varimax Rotat.io.n_ 


variablaa . 


1 


2 


3 


Tenure - Teaching 


.750 


-.063 


-.116 


Tenure - Research 


-•702 


-.1S9 


-.076 


Tenure - Publication 


-•808 


-.125 


.001 


Tenure - Institutional Service 


• 739 


.132 


.296 


Tenure - Professional Organizations 


-.015 


.041 


.908 


Tonure woiuinunivy aerviiCe 


503 
• ^ w «# 


-.020 


.481 


Merit Pay Teaching 


.134 


.861 


-.125 


Merit Pay ~ Research 


.474 


.755 


.014 


Merit Pay - Public Service 


-.141 


.799 


. 182 



Factor 



Eigenvalue 



Percentage of Variance Explained 
pach factor Cumulative 



1 
2 
3 



3.192 
1.679 
1.126 



35.5 
18.7 
12.5 



35.5 
54.1 
66.6 
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Tabl« 58. Factor Analysis of Variablas 
Faculty Sample 


in Tenure 


and 


Merit Pay 


Decisions* 


Factors 


Variablaa 


1 




2 


3 


Tenure - Teaching 


.749 




-.156 


-.188 


Tenure - Research 


-.739 




-.047 


-.011 


Tenure - Publication 


-.831 




-.038 


-.005 


Tenure - Institutional Service 


.749 




.068 


-.012 


Tenure - Professional Organizations 


.012 




.016 


.972 


Tenure - Conununity Service 


.664 




-.008 


.230 


Merit Pay - Teaching 


-.014 




.859 


.028 


Merit Pay - Research 


.540 




.642 


-.020 


Merit Pay - Public Service 


-.115 




.779 


.008 


Factor Eiaenvalue 


Percentage &f Variance Explained 
Each Factor cumulative 


1 3.149 

2 1.750 

3 1.030 




35.0 
19.4 
11.4 




35.0 
54.4 
65.9 



Table 59. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample® 



Resource Dimensions 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 


9 


, 10 


11 12 


13 1*1 


1 TrdWAl to conferences 


X 
























2. Travel to develop grants 




X 






















3. Research by senior professors 


.32*** 


.37*** 


X 




















A. Research by untenured 




•36*** 


•77*** 


X 


















proTeas»ori> 


























P'jrchase of computer 


.29*** 


•2«*** 


.24*** 


.26*** 


X 










































u. Purchase of research 


.30*** 


.25*** 


.30*** 


.33*** 


49*** 


X 














eaui Dfnent 


























7. Purchase of library books 


.25*** 


.12** 


.15*** 


.17*** 


.18*** 


.27*** 


X 












A OiirrhAcn f>i 1 ibrATV ioumdls 


.19*** 


.15*** 


.11** 


.16*** 


.22*** 


.30*** 


.63*** 


X 










9. Personnel for grant 


.20*** 


.30*** 


.32*** 


.27*** 


.10* 


.18*** 


.07 


.13** 


X 


































in nffnrina courses frcQuentlv 


.16*** 


.15*** 


.06 


.10* 


.16*** 


.16*** 


.16*** 


.22*** 


.07 


X 






enough 


























11, Student resCiirch assistants 


.15*** 


.22*** 


.23*** 


.26*** 


.17*** 


.26*** 


.16*** 


,18*** 


.26*** 


.21*** 


X 




12. Student teaching assistants 


.18*** 


.15** 


.19*** 


.25*** 


.21*** 


.24*** 


.20*** 


.20*** 




.25*** 


.43*** X 




U, Sabbaticals to ifnprove 


,24*** 


.09* 


.11** 


JO* 


.17*** 


.13** 


.15*** 


.1 


1 1** 


.17*** 


.06 .16*** 


X 


teaching 


























U, Sabbaticals to do publish- 


.24*** 


.12** 




.30*** 


.I/*** 


.15*** 


.19*** 


J6*** 


.17*** 


.18*** 


.11* .24*** 


.69*** X 


able rebcarch 



























•••Significant at lesh than .001. 
••SigfU f leant at less than .01. 
•Significant at less than .OS. 

Correlations are tau b. N = 392 dcpariiiient chairs. 
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ERIC 



I 



Table £0. Relationships Among Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample* 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 


7 


8 _. 


9 


IP 


U 




Travel to conferencGB 


X 
























Travel to develop grants 




V 
A 






















Research by aenior professors 






Y 
*» 




















Research by untenured professors 


• J 1 


\A 
• J4 


. 61 


x 


















• 

Purchase of computer equipment 




1 1 
• J 1 


0 1 
. ^ r 


25 


X 
















purchase of research equipment 


1 A 

• 


• JO 


. «j7 


• w / 




X 














Purchase of library books 


. 28 






• 1 / 


. ^ 9 


• J 1 


X 












Purchase of library journals 




1 Q 


1 Q 


• ID 


• ^ s 




. 70 


X 










Personnel for grant development 


• lb 


• ^ i 




. 1 o 




. 23 


. 13 


. 16 


X 








VJlierXnQ COUlot»o J ICl^UcllUAy wih-^mu^h 


, 19 


.11 


. 14 


.15 


. 15 


. 16 


.24 


.23 


.12 


X 






Student research assistants 


.22 


.22 


.28 


.31 


.22 


.31 


.20 


.21 


. 17 


.21 


X 




Student teaching asBistants 


.14 


. 15 


. 19 


.26 


. 13 


. 19 


. 16 


. 19 


. 12 


.23 


.50 


X 


Sabbaticals to inprove teaching 


.26 


. 19 


. 18 


. 16 


. 13 


.15 


. 17 


.13 


.15 


. 17 


. 17 


.15 


Sabbaticals to do publlshable researrh 


.25 


.?2 


.22 


.28 


. 14 


.22 


. 18 


. 16 


.16 


. 19 


.20 


.24 


*Voi t'elationB are tau b. All correlations 


aro siqni f icant at 


loss 


than 


.001 















N = 1, 172 faculty 
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Tablt 61. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Raaoureas, Chairs' Sample 



Factors 



variables , 


1 


2 


3 


4 


Conference Travel 


.531 


.267 


.345 


.004 


Grant Travel 


.671 


.125 


.049 


.090 


Research - Senior Professors 


.841 


.095 


.080 


.046 


Research *• Untenured professors 


.802 


.178 


.105 


.110 


Computers 


.331 


.514 


.173 


.05"^ 


Research Equipment 


.418 


.546 


.091 


. 182 


Library Books 


.033 


.844 


.100 


.092 


Library Journals 


.019 


.847 


-.009 


.211 


Grant Personnel 


.534 


-.093 


-.033 


.28? 


Courses 


-.058 


.243 


.239 


.543 


student Research Associates 


.308 


.072 


-.110 


. 764 


Student Teaching Associates 


.157 


.154 


. 154 


.752 


Sabbaticals - Teaching 


.018 


.067 


.917 


.088 


Sabbaticals - Research 


.224 


.117 


.857 


. .1P6 



Factor 



Eigenvalue 



1 
2 
3 
4 



4.331 
1.642 
1.463 
1.144 



Percentage of Variance Explained 
Each Factor cumulative 



30.9 
11.7 
10.5 
8.2 



30.9 
42.7 
53. 1 
61.3 



Table 62. Factor Analysis of Adequacy of Resources* Faculty Sample 



Factors 



Variables 


1 


2 


3 


4 


Conference Travel 


.599 


.230 


.054 


.247 


Grant Travel 


.737 


.095 


.033 


.134 


Research - Senior Professors 


.723 


-.072 


.305 


.091 


Research - Untenured Professors 


.660 


-.101 


.431 


.109 


Computars 


.600 


.320 


-.002 


-.030 


Research Equipment 


.689 


.285 


.162 


.003 


Library Books 


.238 


.853 


,065 


.100 


Library Journals 


.235 


850 


.129 


.020 


Grant Personnel 


.389 


.126 


,035 


.152 


Courses 


.002 


.461 


,388 


.179 


Student Research Associates 


.271 


.152 


.764 


.072 


Student Teaching Associates 


.092 


.127 


,833 


.138 


Sabbaticals - Teaching 


.138 


,115 


.088 


.900 


Sabbaticals - Research 


.216 


.051 


.185 


.861 






Percentage 


of Variance Explained 


Factor Eigenvalue 




Each Factor 




Cumulative 


1 4.684 




33.5 




33.5 


2 1.459 




10,4 




43.9 


3 1.362 




9.7 




53.6 


4 1.137 




8,1 




61.7 
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Table 63. Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Deans' Sample^ 





12 3 4 


e 
9 


1. Influence of committees 


X 




2. Deans' impact on educational 


.30*** X 




quality 






3. Deans' management style*^ 


.29*** .38*** X 




Deans ' Commun icat ion : 






4. With chairs 


.10 .10 .19** X 




5. With faculty 


.21** .26*** .40*** .23*** 


X 


***Signif icant at less than .001. 
Significant at less than .01' 

^Correlations are tau b. N = 142 deans. 

^ow faculty participation = 1; high faculty participation = 10. 



Table 64- Relationships Among Deans' Performance Variables, Chairs' Sample* 





1 


2 




A 5 


!• Influence of committees 


X 








2. Deana' impact on educational 
quality 


. 18*** 


X 






3. Deans' management style*^ 


.12*** 


.36*** 


X 




Deans ' Communicat ion ; 










4. With chairs 


.12** 


.35*** 


.53*** 


X 


5. With faculty 


.16*** 


.35*** 


.49*** 


.58*** X 



***Signif icant at less than .001. 
** Significant at leas than .01. 

■correlations are tau b. N « 392 department chairs. 

•^Low faculty participation » 1; high faculty participation = 10. 
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Table 65. Relationships Among Deane Performance Variables, Faculty Sample* 



1. Influence of Committees 

2. Deans' Impact on Educational 
Quality 

3. Deans' Management Style'' 

4. Deans' Communications with Faculty 



X 

.28 

.24 
.30 



.39 
.39 



X 

.63 



■correlations are tau b. All are significant at less than .001. 
N » 1#172 faculty. 

'^ow faculty participation = 1, high faculty participation « .10. 



ERIC 
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Tabla 66. Oeana* Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Management Style, 
Faculty Sample 



Deans' Management Style (%)' 



Deans' Impact on 
Educational Oualitv 


1-2 


3-4 


S-6 


7-8 


9-10 


None 


36 


11 


3 


2 


S 


Limited 


46 


67 


57 


31 


24 


Fairly much 


10 


18 


33 


S3 


38 


Very much 


8 


4 


7 


14 


33 


N 


(185) 


(202) 


(314) 


(314) 


(98) 



Tau b ■ .39, significant at less than .001. 

■l » low faculty participation; 10 » high faculty participation. 
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Table 67. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' communications with 
Faculty, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Communication with Faculty (%)' 



Deans impact, on 
Educational Oualitv 


1-2 


3-4 


5-6 


7-8 


9-10 


None 


32 


8 


2 


2 


1 


Limited 


49 


63 


54 


34 


20 


Fairly much 


11 


25 


36 


50 


45 


Very much 


8 


4 


8 


14 


34 


N 


(240) 


(228) 


(281) 


(260) 


(113) 



Tau b " .39, significant at less than .001. 

*1 » low faculty participation; 10 » high faculty participation. 
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Table 68* Influence of Faculty Committees by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards-- Teachingi Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching^ 



Influence of 
Faculty Committees 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Important 


Very 
Imoortant 


Not influential 


55 


25 


14 


7 


Somewhat influential 


32 


49 


45 


36 


Influential 


.1 


21 


32 


37 


Very influential 


1 


4 


8 


20 


N 


(80) 


(240) 


(406) 


(397) 


Tau b 3 .30, significant 


at lees than 


.001. 







^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 69. Deans' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Department Aasesament 
StandardB—Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching (%)' 



Deans' Impact on 
Educational Quality 


Not 


Somewhat 
Imoortant — 


Imoortant 


VHi y 

Imoortant _ 


None 


36 


14 


8 


3 


Limited 


49 


54 


49 


40 


Fairly much 


9 


27 


35 


39 


Very much 


7 


6 


8 


18 


N 


(76) 


(236) 


(406) 


(392) 


Tau b « .25, significant 


at less than 


.001. 







^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 70. Deans' Management Style by Deane' Department Asaeesment Standards- 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment— Teaching (%)' 



Not 



Somewhat 



Very 



peana' Manaaement scvie" 
1-2 


61 


24 


12 


7 


3-4 


14 


18 


21 


15 


5-6 


14 


30 


30 


28 


7-8 


9 


21 


28 


37 


9-10 


1 


7 


8 


13 


N 


(77) 


(235) 


(400) 


(385) 



Tau b » •25, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 

^1 = Low faculty participation; 10 = High faculty participation. 
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Table 71. Deans' Communication with Faculty Dy Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Communication 
with Faculty^ 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching (%)* 



Not 
Importat.t 



Somewhat 
Important 



Important 



Very 
Important 



1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9-10 



72 
10 
13 
5 
0 



29 
25 
26 
14 
5 



19 
22 
2Q 
24 
7 



8 

18 
24 
32 
19 



N 



(78) 



(236) 



Tau b « .31, significant at less than .001. 

'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 

''l » Low communication; 10 = High communication. 



(403) 



(391) 
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T«bl« 72. RelationBhipa Am>-»ng Dapartment Chairi' Performance Variv»bles" 



Regpondents 



Paeultv Departmen t chairs 



Chair's Impact x chair's .42*** .IS**^ 

Management Style'' 

Chair's Impact x Chair's Communication .38*** .13** 

with Faculty 

Chair's Management Style x Chair's .66*** .43*** 

Communication with Faculty 



***Signi£icnt at less than .001. 

**Signif leant at less than .01. 
'correlations are tau b. N « 392 department chairs and 1,172 faculty. 
"low faculty participation 1; high faculty participation « 10. 
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Tablo 73. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Chairs' Management Style, 
Faculty Sample 







Chairs' 


Management 


Style (%)• 




Chairs' Impact on 
Educational auaiitv 


1-2 


2-4 


5-6 


7-a 


9-10 


None 


JO 






2 


2 


Limited 


39 


57 


56 


32 


IS 


Fairly much 


17 


26 


33 


52 


42 


Very much 


7 


6 


5 


14 


41 


N 


(94) 


(145) 


(207) 


(361) 


(312) 



Tau b » .42# significant at less than •001, 

•l « Low faculty participation; 10 = high faculty participation. Percentages 
not sum 100 due to rounding. 



I'M 

ERIC 



v^naiirv xmpACT^ On 


Chaira 


' Communication 


with Faculty 


(%)• 


. 1-2 


3 *** 4 


5-6 


7-8 


9-10 


None 


30 


IS 


8 


2 


1 


Litnited 


44 


54 


49 


38 


20 


Fairly much 


19 


26 


35 


46 


44 


Very much 


8 


4 


8 


13 


34 


N 


(107) 


(112) 


(183) 


(326) (402) 



Tau b • .38, aignificant at lees than .01. 

l:t"Z\TZ\Troll\t:"' ■ P«tic.pation. Percentages ac 
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Table 75. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Deans' Impact on Educational 
Quality, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Impact on Educational Quality (%) 

Chairs' Impact on , . .. » u« 

f . ^MrAt.ional Quality None. Limited Fairly Much , V^ry ^uck 



None, limited 



48 24 23 



Fairly much *1 
Very Much 11 



N 



(169) (ISO) (64) 



Tau b « .24, significant at less than .001. 
•percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 76. Chairs' Impact on Educational Quality by Daans' Impact on 
Educational Quality, Faculty Sampla 





Deans 


' Impact on 


Educational Quality 


(*)• 


Chairs' Impact on 
Educational Oualitv 


None 


Limited 


Fair iv Mucn 


Wov*vf Much 


None 


26 


7 


2 


3 


Limited 


42 


44 


27 


19 


Fairly much 


20 


39 


50 


30 


Very much 


13 


11 


20 


48 


N 


(110) 


(526) 


(366) 


(122) 


Tau b s .29, significant at 


less than 


.001. 







"Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 












\ ..... > . , 


Table 77. Chair a' 


Management 


Style by Deans' Management Style, Chairs' 


Sample 








Deans' Manaaement Stvle 




Chairs' Manaaement 


Stvle 


1-4 


5-6 7-8 


9-10 


1-6 




30 


29 14 


18 


7-8 




46 


45 61 


29 


9-10 




24 


26 25 


53 


N 




(74) 


(97) (144) 


(68) 



Tau b « «17***, significant at less than .001. 

®1 » :Low faculty participation; 10 » High faculty participation. 
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Table 78. Chairs' Management Style by Deans' Management Style, Faculty Sample 



Chairs ' Manaaement Stvle 




Deans ' 


Management 


Style (*)S 


b 


1-2 


3-4 


S-6 


7-8 


9-10 


1-2 


20 


10 


5 


4 


3 


3-4 


18 




X X 


o 




5-6 


18 


16 


23 


16 


IS 


7-£ 


18 


33 


38 


39 


17 


9-10 


25 


18 


22 


33 


56 


N 


(185) 


(201) 


(319) 


(311) 


(99) 



Tau b » .22, significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 duo to rounding. 

''l « Low faculty participation; 10 » High faculty participation. 



ERIC 



Table 79. Chaira' Communicatidn with Faculty by Deans' Coimnunicatio'^ with 
Faculty/ Chaire' Sample 



Chairs' Communication 
with Faeultv' 


Deans' 


CommunicatiOi. 


with Faculty 




1-4 






9-10 


1-6 


15 


14 


4 


3 


7-8 


41 


43 


42 


17 


9-10 


44 


44 


54 


80 


N 


(93) 


(115) 


(115) 


(60) 



Tau b a. 26, significant at less than .001. 

^1 » Lowest communication; 2 « Highest communication. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 80. Chaira' Communication with Faculty by Deans' Communication w 
Faculty* Faculty Sample 





Deans ' 


Communication w 


ith Faculty 




Chairs' Communication 

with Faculty 


1-2 


3-4 


5-6 


•T — Q 




1-2 


24 


9 


6 


3 


4 • 


3-4 


12 


18 


8 


6 


4 


5-6 


17 


20 


19 


13 


5 


7-8 


22 


27 


36 


36 


IS 


9-10 


25 


27 


31 


43 


73 


N 


(242) 


(229} 


(284) 


(256) 


(114) 



Tau b » .27, significant at less than •001. 

•percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 

^1 » Low communication; 10 « High communication. 




Table 81. Relationships Between InBt itut ional Characteristics and Deans' Characteristics! Teaching 
Variables and Resource Adequacy^ 



Institutional Characteristics 

FTE FTE Highest 
PTE Faculty Graduate Undergrad. Degree Private/ 
in Department Students Students Offered Public 



Deans ' Characteristics 

Tenure status^ 

Gender^ 

Race 



.22** 
.06 
-.01 



.24** 
-.08 
-.12 



.24** 
-.02 
.05 



.26*** 
-.03 
-.11 



.17* 
-.12 
• 15* 



Teaching Variables 

Teaching load -.15* 
Percentage courses by part-timers .19** 

Percentage time teaching -.13 

Dean's teaching -.12 

Resource Adequacy and Faculty Salary 

Faculty salary .22** 
Travel to conferences .11 
Travel to develop grants .10 
Research by senior professors .13* 
Research by untenured professors ,26*** 
Purchase of computer equipment .02 
Purchase of research equipment -09 
Purchase of library books -00 
Purchase of library journals .02 
Personnel for grant development .13* 

Offering courses frequently enough --01 

Student research assistants -^02 
Student teaching assistants -21** 
Sabbaticals to improve teaching .02 
Sabbaticals to do publishable research .16* 



. lo* 


_ It* 




• W J 


. UU 




HQ 




o o ^ A A 

. 33*** 


- . 12 






.03 


.05 


-.06 


-.02 


.07 


.05 


.10 


-.04 


.01 


.07 


.01 


-.25*** 


.21*** 


.14* 


.02 


-.12 


. 12 


.02 


.22** 


-.12 


.27** 


. 19** 


.32*** 


-.11 


.03 


.00 


.05 


-.21** 


. 17* 


. 16* 


. 16* 


-.12 


.03 


-.01 


-.06 


-. 16* 


.07 


.11 


.01 


-.22** 


. 14* 


. 17* 


. 19** 


-.03 


.06 


-.09 


-.03 


-.09 


. 14* 


.02 


.11 


-. 13* 


. 14* 


.12 


. 19* 


-.05 


.05 


-.06 


-.11 


-. 12* 


.09 


.11 


. 10 


-.09 



***Signif icant at less than .001. 



* *Signi f icant at less than .01 



*Significant at less than .05. 



ERLC 



^Correlations are tau b. U - 142 deans, 
tenured ^ 1; Untenured - 2, 
^Male = 1; Female = 2. 
J f) ^ ^on-whites = 1; White Non-Hispanic ^ 2. 
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Table 82. Relationships Between Department characteristics and Deans' Department Assessment Factors* 









ue MB CL&uje n w 






Deans' Department 


FTE 

Facultv 


Undergraduate 
seCb » ui Eerea 
Pall 1984 


Graduate 
Sect Offered 
Pall 1984 


Total Sections 

Offered 

Pall 1984 


1. 


Grants obtained 


.31*** 


.11** 


.32*** 


.14*** 


2. 


Publications 


•39*** 


.19*** 


.42*** 


.23*** 


3. 


Papers delivered 


.25*** 


. 18*** 


.22*** 


.19*** 


4. 


Conferences organized 


.18*** 


.14** 


.07 


.12** 


5. 


Enrollment 


-•11** 


-.03 


-.08 


-.06 


6. 


Teaching quality 


-•17^** 


-.07 


-.14** 


-.12** 


7. 


Internal reputation 


-.16*** 


-.11** 


-.03 


-.08 


8. 


External reputation 


.22*** 


.06 


.27*** 


.12 


9. 


Student quality 


-•01 


-.05 


-.03 


-.05 


10. 


Attrition 


19*** 


-.07 


-.20*** 


-.11** 


11. 


Course quality 


14** 


-.09* 


-.13** 


-.11** 


12. 


Time for degree 


-•01 


-.07 


-.04 


-.06 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


. 11** 


.03 


.04 


.01 


14. 


Placement of graduates 


-,05 


-.12** 


no* 
— • Uo " 




15. 


Research quality 


, 36*** 


.14** 


.35*** 


.20*** 


* * * 


Significant at less than .OOl, 


* *Signif leant at 


less than .01. 


*Signif leant 


at lesD than .05 



^Correlations are tau b. N = 392 department chairs. 
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Table 83. Relationships Between Department Characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal Rewards, 
Performance, and Chairs' Performance 



Deoartmer tv Chaipaetei-isticfl 



Fall 1984 
FTE Undergrad. 
Faculty Sections Offered 



Fall 1984 
Graduate 
Seetiona Offered 



Fall 1984 
Total Sections 
offered 



Deans' Priorities (as reported by chairs) 
Upgrade inferior programs 
Maintain outstanding programs 



•.09* 
.10* 



.07 
.06 



-.12* 
.08 



-.09* 
.11* 



Formal Rewards - Tenure Weights 
Teaching 
Research 
Publications 
I istitutional Service 
Professional organization service 
Community service 

Formal Rewards - Merit Salary Awards 
Teaching 
Research 
Public service 



•.37*** 
.28*** 
.41*** 

..32*** 

.03 

..15*** 



.17*** 
. 31*** 
.09* 



•.10* 
.05 

.22*** 

-.17*** 

.01 
..11** 



.11* 
. 14** 
.05 



.41*** 
.24*** 

.36*** 
,.35*** 

.00 

..18*** 



. 18*** 
.29*** 
.06 



>. 18*** 

.10* 

.25*** 
'.21*** 

.05 

..12** 



.14** 
. 16*** 
.05 



Deans' Performance (as reported by chairs) 
Influence on committees 
Deans' inpact on educational quality 
Deans' management style ^ 
Deans' communication with chairs 
Deans' comn^unication with faculty 



-.06 

-.09* 

•.03 
.06 
.10* 



-.08* 
-.02 

. 10 • 

.04 

.08 



-.14** 
-.06 

.00 

.05 

.06 



-.08* 
-.04 

.07 

.05 
-.09* 



Chairs' Performance 

Chairs' impact on educational quality 

Chairs' management style 

c 

Chairs' communication 



-.11* 
.04 
.03 



-.03 
.01 
.05 



-.04 
.01 
.02 



-.06 
.01 
.02 



***Siqnif icant at less than .001. 



•*Siqnif icant at leas than .01 



*Siqnificant at less than .05. 



ERIC 



'Coxuelations are tau b, 



N 



392 department chairs. 



\ow facvilty participation = 1; high faculty participation =^ 10. 
^Low communication = 1; high communication = 10. 
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Table 84. Relationships Between nepartment Characteristics and Chairs' Characteristics, Teaching Variables 
and Resource Adequacy^ 



Department Characteristics 



Faculty 



Undergraduate 
Sect. Offered 



Graduate 
Sect. Offered 



Total Sections 
Offered 

mi im 



chairs' Charecteristics 

Tenure status^ 

Gender*^ 

Race 



.13** 
.04 
-.04 



.04 
.06 
.04 



. 11* 
.08* 
-.11* 



.10* 

.02 

.05 



Teaching Variables 

Teaching load -.24*** 
Percentage courses by part-timers .06 

Percentage time teaching -.31*** 

Chairs' teaching -.32*** 

Resource Adequacy 

Faculty salary ,13** 
Travel to conferences .00 
"ravel to develop grants .07 
Research by senior professors .12** 
Research by untenured professors .22*** 
Purchase of computer equipment .12** 
Purchase of research equipment .08* 

Purchase ot library books -.01 
Purchase of library journals .00 
Personnel for grant development .11** 
Offering courses frequently enough .04 

Student research assistants -.05 
Student teaching assistai.ts .08 

Sabbaticals to improve tea^-'hing -.09 
Sabbaticals to do publish, research .08 



.CI 

.24"** 
•.11** 
■.16*** 



.06 
..08* 
-.01 

.03 

.04 
-.05 
-.01 
■.01 
-.08* 

.03 

-.09* 
..17*** 

•.11** 
•.06 
.01 



.30*** 

.00 

•.35*** 
.30*** 



.13** 

.02 

.07 

.14** 

.24*** 

.10* 

.09* 

.05 

.05 

.09* 

.01 

.01 

.09* 

. 14*** 

.01 



'.10* 
. 18*** 
, 16*** 



.09* 
•.04 

.03 

.08* 

.11** 
-.01 

.03 

.00 

.02 

.06 
■.08* 
■ . 16*** 

.07 

.07 

.03 



ERIC 



• **Siqnif icant at less than .001. 



**Siqnif icant at lesa than .01. 



*'Correlat ions are tau b, N =^ '^92 department chairs, 
tenured ^ 1; Untenured = 2. 
^Male = 1; Female = 2. 

^on-whites = 1; White Non-Hispanic - 2. 
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*Signi£icant at lesa than .05, 
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Table 85. RelationshipB Between Selected Oeane' Characteristics and Deans' 
Performance Variables' 



Deans' Charaeteriflticfl 



Tenure^ 

Deana' Per formance Variables S^ft^MP ■ 



Deans' impact on educational quality .00 

Deans' management style* .05 

Deans' communication with chairs .05 

Deans' communication with faculty -.03 



Gender*^ 


d 

Race _ 


.05 


.04 


.04 


.01 


-.18** 


.07 


.03 


-.01 



**Signif leant at leas than .01. . 
^Correlations are tau b, N « 142 deans. 
'^Tenured « 1; Untenured « 2. 
^Male > 1; Female » 2. 

'Vlon-white ■ 1; White Non-Hispanic » 2.. 

*Low faculty participation = 1; High Faculty Participation = 10. 



J Go 
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Table 86. Relationships Between Selected Chairs' Characteristics and Chairs' 
Performance Variables* 



Deans' CharacteriflticB 



Tenure, 




d 



Chairs' P«» yfn»fmanee Variables 



Race 



Chairs' impact on educational quality 
Chairs' management style* 



.12** 



.06 



. 14** 



.11* 



Chairs' communication with faculty 



.06 



.09* 



.05 



**Signif icant at less than .01. 
*Significant at loss than .05. 

"correlations are tau b. N » 392 chairs. 

'^Tenured « 1; Untenured « 2. 

*^Male « 1; Female » 2. 

*Vlon-white » 1; white Non-Hispanic « 2.. 

*Low Faculty Participation « 1; High Faculty Participation = 10. 
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Table 67. Relationships Between Deans' Performance and Deans' Department Aseessment Factors' 



Deans' Performance 



Deans' Department 
AssesBment Factors 



Committee Deans' Management Communication Communication 
lnflu..tnce Impact Stvle** with Chairs with Faculty 



1. Grants obtained 

2. Publications 

3. Papers delivered 

4. Conferences organized 

5. Enrollment 

6. Teaching quality 

7. Internal reputation 

8. External reputation 

9. student quality 

10. Attrition 

11. Course quality 

12. Time for degree 

13. Fellowship awards to students 

14. Placement of graduates 

15. Research quality 



-.14* 
-.01 
.10 

. 16* 
.07 
.05 
.11 
.03 
.08 
.15* 
. 17* 
.02 
-.03 

.oa 

.02 



-.03 

-.08 
.01 
.16* 

-.02 
.24** 
.16* 
.02 
.20** 
. 16* 
.20** 
.09 

-.02 
.11 

-.02 



-.05 
-.02 

.10 

.19** 
-.02 

.21** 

.11 
-.03 

. 17* 

.04 

.09 

.06 
-.01 

.03 

.04 



.12 
.16* 
.18** 
.17* 
.02 
.17* 
.18** 
.15* 
.20** 
-.03 
.16* 
.02 
. 10 
.21** 
.08 



-.06 

.05 

.06 

.12 

.10 

.10 

.10 
-.08 

.10 

.09 

.21** 

.03 

.08 

.08 

.09 



•*Signif icaut at less than .01. 
"•correlat ions are tau b. N 142 deans. 

'^.ow faculty participation = i- high faculty participation = 10. 



•Significant at leas than .05 



Table 88. Relationships Between Selected Resource Adequacj^ Variables and 
Deans' Ratings of Departmental Teaching Quality 



Department 


Library 
Books 


Library 
Journals 


Course 

Schedulina 


Teaching 
Asaiatanta 


Sabbaticals 
to Improve 
Teachina 


Biology 


.16 


.07 


.08 


.11 


-.03 


Chemistry 


.03 


.06 


.05 


.11 


.00 


English 


. 10 


.08 


.06 


.15 


. 14 


History 


-.01 


.11 


-.13 


.18* 


.21* 


Mathematics 


.22* 


.21* 


.09 






Music 


. 18* 


.17 


-.08 


.01 


-.16 


Political Science 


-.06 


-.13 


-.07 


.08 


-.10 


Psychology 


-.11 


-.23* 


.03 


. .06 


-.06 


Sociology 


.01 


.04 


-.12 


-.05 


-. 18* 


*Significant at leas than 
^Correlations are tau b. 


.05. 

N = 142 deans. 









Table 89* Department Teaching Quality by Jeans' Department Assessment 
Standards-- Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Department 



Deans' Assessment— Teaching (%) 



Not 



Somewhat 



Very 



T^aehina Ouailtv 
Fair 


33 


22 


10 


3 


Good 


56 


57 


68 


62 


Outstanding 


11 


20 


22 


3S 




(79) 


(244) 


(409) 


(395) 



T&u b ■ .23, significant at lass than .001. 
"Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 90. Department Teaching Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, 
Faculty Sample 



Oeoartment Teachina QuaUtv^ 


Merit Sal arv Awards. 
No 


for Teachina^%A 
Yea 


Fair 


17 


8 


Good 


63 


62 


Outstanding 


20 


30 


N 


(566) 


(549) 



Tau b > .15, significant at less than .001. 



mi 
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Table 91. Relationships 
Quality^ 


Between Selected Resource 


Adequacy 


Variables and 


Deans' Ratings 


of Departmental Research 








Resource Adeouacv 








i ravel 
Obtain 
Grants 


Faculty 
Kesearcn 


Sen loiT 

Faculty 


Cotnouters 


Research 
Eauioment 


Grant 
Personnel 


Sabbaticals 
for Research 


Department 
Biology 


• 02 




02 


-.02 


. 11 


.02 


-.01 


Chemistry 


. 03 


A 


.02 


.02 


.28** 


-.09 


-.23** 


English 


• io" 




. OB 




nQ 

• u» 


.00 


.09 


History 


.26** 


. 11 


. 15 


-.04 


.00 


05 


.22** 


Mathematics 


.00 


.13 


.14 


-.02 


-.02 


.02 


.11 


Music 


.16 


-.13 


-.02 


-.06 


.06 


-.10 


-.01 


Political Science 


.11 


.08 


. 11 


-.09 


.06 


-.10 


.10 


Psychology 


-.06 


-.07 


.00 


-.03 


-.02 


-.03 


-.03 


Sociology 


.03 


-.06 


-.01 


-.11 


.10 


-.01 


-.03 



* *Signif leant at less than .Ol. 
*Significant at less than .0&. 

^Correlations are tau N = 142 deans. 



Table 92. Department Research Quality by Deans' Department Aesesament 
Stanclard8-«-Reeearch, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment-^-Research (%) 



Department 
Research Oualitv 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant* 


Inferior 


38 


18 


9 


4 


Fair 


37 


54 


38 


27 


Good 


22 


25 


45 


49 


Outstanding 


3 


3 


8 


21 


N 


(71) 


(285) 


(414) 


(342) 



Tau b « «33i significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 93. Department Research Quality by Merit Salary Awards for Research, 
Faculty Sample 



Dcoartmant Reaeftreh Quality 


Merit Salary Awards. 
No 


for Research (%) 
Yes 


Inferior 


20 


7 


Fair 


49 


34 


Good 


27 


45 


Outstanding 


4 


14 


N 


(390) 


(722) 



Tau b s .28, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 04. Department Teaching Quality by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 







Tenure Weiaht 


for Teaehina <%1* 




Department 

Teaehina Oualitv 


4th Weight 

or Lower 


Third 
weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


tit i mI^am^ 

nignesc 
Weiaht 


Fair 


32 


14 


12 


9 


Good 


51 


61 


66 


64 


Outstanding 


16 


24 


22 


28 


N 


(74) 


(289) 


(165) 


(604) 



Tau b « .11, significant at less than .001. 
•percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



ERIC 
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Table 95. Department Research Quality by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty 
Sample 



Tenure Wei aht for Research 1%)^ 



Department 

Research Quality _ 


Lowest 

Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weight 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht . 


Inferior 


31 


31 


15 


14 


6 


6 


Fair 


44 


40 


42 


43 


39 


26 


Good 


20 


27 


38 


36 


44 


45 


Outstanding 


4 


1 


6 


8 


11 


22 


N 


(45) 


(70) 


(120) 


(262) 


(433) 


(179) 



Tau b « .23, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 96. Relationships Between Institutional characteristics and Deans' Priorities, Formal Rewards^ and 
Deans' Performance^ 



PTE 

Faculty 
in Dept. 



Institut^-onal Characteristics 



FTE 

Graduate 
students 



FTE 

Undergrad. 

Students, 



Highest 

Degree 

Offered 



Private/ 
Public 



Deans' Priorities 

Upgrade inferior programs 
Maintain outstanding progratns 

Formal Rewards - Tenure Weights 
Teaching 
Research 
Publ ications 
Institutional service 
Professional organizations 
Community service 

Formal Rewards - Merit Salary Awards 
Teaching 
Research 
Public service 



-.14 
.00 



35»** 

, 16* 
,23** 
35*** 

03 

19** 



.07 
. 12 
.03 



.12 
.12 



29*** 

16* 
,28*** 
,23** 

05 

15* 



,20** 
24** 

,04 



11 
13 



■.17* 

.07 

.21** 
..18** 

.04 
■.11 



.00 
.09 
.07 



-.20** 
.14* 



47*** 

, 14* 
,43*** 
,28*** 
05 
,15* 



29*** 
34** * 

05 



-.19* 
.15* 



.10 
,03 
,21** 
,22** 

,07 
,02 



.09 
.07 
.20** 



Deans' Performance 

Influence of committees 

Deans' impact on educational quality 

Deans' management style 

Deans' communication with chairs 

Deans' communication with faculty 



.00 
. 14* 

.03 
.03 
.08 



,11 
15* 
16* 
00 
14* 



01 
06 

,02 
10 
08 



,22** 
,20** 
, 15* 

,01 
,11 



,04 

,04 

,05 

,20** 

.03 



•••Significant at less than .001. 
* *Signi f icant at less than .01. 
•Significant at less than .05. 

''correlations are tau b. N = 142 deans. 
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Tabls 97. Doane' 9rioritie8->-Upgrading Inferior Oepartmenta by Institution's 
Highest Oegree^ Deans' Sample 



Deans' Priorities— Upgrading 
Inferior Departments 



Highest Degree f % ) 



Bachelor's 



Master ' s 



Doctorate 



Fourth Priority 

Second or Third Priority 

Highest Priority 



62 
19 
19 



57 
26 
17 



84 

13 
3 



N 



(26) 



(54) 



(38) 



Tau b « -.20, significant at lees than .01. 
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Table 98. Deans' Priorities— Maintaining Out standing Oepartmenta by 
Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 





• 


Hiaheet Deareef%) 




Deans Priorities— "Maintaining 
outfltandinq Deoartments _ 


Bachelor's 


Master's* 


Doctorate 


Third or Fourth Priority 


14 


18 


7 


Second j>i-lorlty 


2S 


21 


14 


Highest Priority 


61 


62 


79 


N 


(28) 


(63) 


(43) 



Tau b » .14, tignif leant at less than .05. 
"Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



labia 99. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Institution 'a Highest Degree, Deans' 
Sample 



Tenure Wex aht for Teaching 



Second Weight or Lower 
Highest Weight 



Hioheflt Degree (%) 



Bachelor ' B 



4 

96 



Doctorate 



9 
91 



56 
44 



N 



(28) 



Tau b a -.47, significant at ^.ess than .001. 



(64) 



(45; 



ERIC 
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Table 100. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Institution's Highest Degree, 
Oeans' Sample 



Tenure Vei nht for Publishing 
Fourth Weight or Lower 
Third Weight 
Second Weight 
Highest Weight 



Highest Pearee(^) 

Bachelor's Master ' s Doctorate 

59 32 9 

24 33 25 

14 29 20 

3 6 46 

(63) (44) 



N 



(29) 



Tau b " .43, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 101. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Institution's Highest Degree, 
Deans' Sample 



Highest Degree (%) 



Merit Salary Awards for Teaching Bachelor's Master' s Doctor ice. 

No 38 34 4 

Yes 62 66 96 

N (29) (65) (46) 

Tau b « .29, significant at less than .001. 



ERIC 
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Table 102. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Institution's Highest Degree, 
Deana' Sample 



Merit Salary Awards 

for Research 




Hiahest Dearee<%l 




Bachelor's 


Master ' s 


Doctorate 


No 


41 


34 


2 


Yes 


59 


66 


98 


N 


(29) 


(64) 


(46) 



Tau b « .34, significant at less than .001. 



Table 103. CommittM Influence by Institution's Highest Degree, Deans' Sample 



Committee Influejice 




Hiahest J5eoree(%l' 




Bachelor's 


Master ' s 


Doctorate 


None, some influence 


17 


23 


37 


Influential 


33 


S6 


44 


Very influential 


50 


21 


20 


N 


(30) 


(66) 


(46) 



Tau b a -.22, significant at less than •01. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due co rounding. 
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Table 104. Deana' Impact on Educational Quality by Institution's Highest 
Degree, Deans' Sample 







Hiahest Dearee(%»» 




p^ana' Impact 


Bachelor's 


Master s 




None, limited 


17 


26 


44 


Fairly much 


47 


61 


37 


Very much 


37 


14 


20 


N 


(30) 


(66) 


(46) 


Tau b - -.20, significant at leas 


than .01. 






^Percentages do not sum 100 due to 


rounding . 
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Table 105. Deane' Department Aaseasment Standards— Student Attrition by 
Deans' Race, Deans' Sample 



Deans' Race t%) 



student Attrition 


White. Non-Hisoanic'' 


Minority 


Not, Somewhat Important 


45 


8 


Important 


46 


38 

1 


Very Important 


10 


54 


N 


(125) 


(13) 


Tau b = .31, significant at 
H>ercentage8 do not sum 100 


less than .001. 
due to rounding. 





Table 106. Relationships Between Institutional Characteristics and Deans' Department AsseBsment Factors' 









Tnat itiitional Charactertetica 




Deans ' Department 


PTE 

racul by 
in Deot. 


FTE 

Graduate 

bu UOenLS 


Undergrad 


Hiahest 

Degree 

Offered 


Private/ 
Public 


1. 


Grants obtained 


.20** 


^ 1 * A * 
• Ji « w w 




. 36*** 


.23** 


2. 


Publications 


.31*** 


^ ^ ^ 

• JO* ** 




d7*** 


.15* 


3. 


Papers delivered 


.24** 


C A * * 


Oft * # * 


20* * 


.13 


4. 


Conferences organized 


.10 


- • 02 






.06 




Enrollment 


.03 


- • 03 


_ 0 1 * W 


- 1 1 


.02 


6. 


Teaching quality 


.11 




* • 




-.11 


?• 


Internal reputation 


-.09 


10 


• • UJ 


• UQ 


.02 


8. 


External reputation 


.20** 


• 19* * 


HQ 




.14* 


9. 


Student quality 


-.05 


• u / 


. 06 


• 02 


.09 


10. 


Attrition 


-.11 


- . 06 


- • i 0 " 


- 10* 


-.02 


11. 


Course quality 


-.05 


- . 0<i 


~ . 1 




-.09 


12. 


Time for degree 


-.17* 


-.09 


-.30*** 


-.06 


.01 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


.04 


. 19** 


.08 


. 10 


.01 


14. 


Place' ent c)f graduates 


-.12 


.03 


-. 11 


-.04 




15. 


Research qua 1 ity 


.29*** 


• 28* ** 


.24*** 


.42*** 


.12 


* * * 


Significant at less than .001. 


" *Signif icant 


at less than 


.01. 


*Significant at 


less than .05 



ERIC 



^Correlations are tau b. N = 142 o^ans. 
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Table 107. Relationships Between Teachino Variables and Formal Rewards 



Proportion of Faculty 





fi'Ariiitv Teachina Load 


Time Scent Teachina 


Formal Rewards 


D^.ans 


Chairs 


Faculty 


Deans 


Chairs 


Pacultv 


Tenure Weights 
















.46*** 


.42*** 


. 38*** 


.43*** 


.46*** 


.36*** 


Research 


-.16* 


-.30*** 


-.30*** 


-.23** 


-.28*** 


-.28*** 


Publications 


- . 36*** 


-.28.*** 


-.32*** 


- . 38* * * 


-.38*** 


-.33*** 


Institutional service 


.29*** 


.22*** 


.22*** 


.33*** 


.24*** 


.22*** 


Dfnf »oa i nnA 1 f^rnani zat ions 


.01 


-.02 


-.04 


.04 


.00 


-.04 


Community service 


. 11 


.07 


. 19*** 


.15* 


.11* 

f 


.18*** 


Merit Salary Awards 














Teaching 


-.24** 


- .03 


- . 03 






-.03 


Research 


-.31*** 


-.12** 


-.25*** 


-.27*** 


-.29*** 


-.26*** 


l- -)lic Service 


.02 


.04 


.01 


.13 


.02 


.02 


« * *Signi f icant at less than .001. 
* *Signi f icant at less than .01. 
•Significant at less than .05, 














Correlations are tau b. N = 142 


Deans, 392 


Chairs, 1,172 


Faculty . 
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Table 108. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, 
Sample 


Deans' 


Paeultv Teaehina Load 


Tenure Weiaht for TeachiflfiLiAJ . 

Second Weight Highest 
or Lower Wei_aht — 


10 Credits or Leas 


71 


20 


11 Credits or More 


29 


80 


N 


(31) 


(103) 


Tau b » .46, significant at 


less than .001. 
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Table 109. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Teaching, Chairs' 
Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)" 



Facultv Teachino Load 


Third Weight 
or Lower 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
weiaht 


7 Credits or Less 


39 


16 


3 


8-10 Credits 


31 


50 


17 


11-13 Credits 


28 


32 


67 


14 Credits or More 


3 


3 


13 


N 


(51) 


(38) 


(281) 



Tau b s .42, significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 













Table 110« Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight 
Sample 


for Teaching, 


Faculty 






Tenure Weiaht 


for Teachina 




FacuitY TeacninQ Loaa 


4th Weight 
or LiOwer 


Third 
weiQnt 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


None 


4 


3 


1 


2 


7 Credit Hours or Less 


26 


37 


27 


3 


8-10 Credit Hours 


26 


34 


36 


21 


11-13 credit Hours 


■ 

38 


21 


30 


59 


14 Credit Hours or More 


7 


5 


6 


16 


N 


(74) 


(294) 


(168) 


(607) 



Tau b s .38, significant at leee than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 111. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' 
Sample 



Facultv TeachincLLoAd 




Tenure Weioht 


for Publiflhina 




4th Weight 
or Lower 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


10 Credits or Less 


12 


24 


36 


68 


11 Credits or More 


88 


76 


64 


32 


N 


(40) 


(37) 


(31) 


(25) 



Tau b « -.36, significant . at less than .001. 
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Table 112. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' 
Sample 







Tenure Weiaht for 


Publiahina ^%^ 




Faculty 
Teachina Load 


Lowest 
weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


7 or fewer credits 


0 


5 


2 


6 


10 


25 


8-10 credits 


9 


18 


. 11 


20 


22 


39 


11-13 credits 


70 


67 


71 


65 


58 


33 


14 or more credits 


22 


10 


16 


10 


10 


3 


N 


(23) 


(39) 


(56) 


(71) 


(99) 


(64) 



Tau b - -.28, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 113. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Publishing, Faculty 
Sample 







Tenure Weiaht for Publiahino 




Faculty 
Teacnina Load 


Lowest 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


None 


0 


4 


2 


1 


2 


2 






1 


3 


7 


18 


3^ 


8--10 credits 


18 


20 


16 


28 


22 


35 


11-13 credits 


56 


51 


60 


53 


48 


27 


14 credits or more 


23 


24 


19 


12 


10 


5 


N 


<62) 


(82) 


(103) 


(173) 


(306) 


(395) 



Tau b « -.32, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 114. Faculty Teaching Load by Tenure Weight for Research, Faculty 
Sample 







Tenure 


weiaht 


for Research (%) 




Faculty 
Teachina Load 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht" 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


None 


2 


0 


2 


2 


2 


3 


7 credits oir less 


7 


3 


3 


8 


19 


41 


8-10 credits 


16 


15 


24 


24 


32 


29 


11-13 credits 


53 


65 


52 


54 


39 


22 


14 credits or more 


22 


17 


18 


12 


8 


5 


N 


(45) 


(72) 


(120) 


(267) 


(437) 


(182) 



Tau b = -.30, significant at less than .OOl, 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 




Table 115. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Deans' 
Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%) 



Faculty Teaching Load J<2 ^ — 

10 Credits or Less 12 38 

11 Credits or More 88 62 

^ (34) (103) 

Tau b » -.24, significant at lees than .01. 




Table 116. Facvrlty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Chairs' 
Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%) 



Pacultv Teaehina Load 


No 


Yes 


7 Credits or Less 


8 


10 


8-10 Credits 


22 


23 


11-13 Credits 


59 


57 


14 credits or More 


11 


10 


N 


(124) 


(247) 



Tau b * -.03, not significant* 




Table 117. Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Teaching, Faculty 
Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Teaching (%) 



Facaliiv Teachina Load 


No 


Yes 


None 


1 


3 


7 Credits or Less 


16 


18 


8-10 Credits 


28 


25 


11-13 Credits 


43 


44 


14 Credits or More 


12 


10 


N 


(570) 


( 553) 



Idu b a -.03, not significant* 



Table 118« Faculty Teaching Load by Merit Salary Awards for Research^ Faculty 
Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Research (%) 



Faculty Teachinq Load 


No 


Yes" 


None 


1 


2 


7 CreditB or Less 


5 


23 


8-10 CreditB 


23 


29 


11-13 Credits 


55 


37 


14 Credits or More 


16 


8 


N 


(397) 


(727) 



Tau b - -.25^ significant at less than .001« 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding* 



Table 119. Resource Adequacy by Deani' Department Assessment Standards, Faculty Sample' 



DEANS' DEPARTMENT ASSESSMENT STANDARDS 



Resourcf Adeouacv 


Grants Obtained 


Publications 


Papers Delivered 


1 Confeiences Organized 


Enrollment 


Teaching Quality 


Internal Reputation 


External Reputation 


1 

Student Quality 


, Attrition 


Course Quality 


1 Time for Leave 


Fellowship Awards 
to Students 


Placement of 
Graduates 


Research Quality 


racui^y saiflry 


.11*** 


.12*** 


.09*** 


.05* 


-.07** 


.03 


.02 


.12*** 


.05* 


-.08 


.03 


.03 


.08** 


.04 


.16*** 


Travd to confarenccs 


-.03 


.00 


.05* 


.06** 


•.07** 


.19*** 


.08*** 


.05* 


.09*** 


.,09*** 


.05* 


.00 


.03 


.06* 


.05* 


Travel to develop grants 




.12*** 


.16*** 


.15*** 


-.09*** 


.09*** 


.07** 


.13*** 


.08** 


-.06* 


.04 


.09** 


.14*** 


.09*** 


.15*** 


Nesearcn oy senior proTessors 


.OB*** 


.13*** 


.13*** 


.09*** 


-.lO*** 


.07** 


.08*** 


.13*** 


.13*** 


•.09*"* 


.08** 


.05* 


.16*** 


.11*** 


.20*** 


Kesearcn oy uncenureo proTessors 


.20*** 


.22*** 


.15*** 


.08** 


-.U*** 


-.01 


.03 


.16*** 


.07** 


-.14*** 


-.02 


-.03 


.12*** 


.02 


.27*** 


rurcnase ot coiupuier eQuipniCni 


-.03 


-.07** 


-.03 


.01 


-.05* 


.12*** 


.06* 


.04 


.12*** 


-.05* 


.08** 


.04 


.09*** 


.09*** 


.01 


rurcnase ot researcn eCfUipinGnT 


.07** 


.07** 


.OB** 


.06** 


..08** 


.11*** 


.OT** 


.13*** 


.U*** 


-.06" 


.06* 


.05 


. 16*** 


.11*** 


.14*** 


rurcnase ot iiorary dooks 


-.03 


.01 


.02 


.01 


-.01 


.15*** 


.10*** 


.08**" 


.14*** 


-.01 


.12*** 


.04 


.07** 


.12*** 


.04 


rurcnsbC ot Murary journBis 


.04* 


.08** 


.05** 


.06* 


-.06* 


.09*** 


.07** 


.10*** 


.13*** 


-.03 


.07** 


.04 


.13*** 


.10*** 


.10*** 


Personnel for grant development 


.10*** 


.08*** 


.08** 


.11*** 


-.03 


.05* 


.03 


.11*** 


.07** 


-.02 


.03 


.05* 


.13*** 


.09*** 


.15*** 


Offering courses frequently enough 


.02 


.00 


.00 


-.02 


-.03 


.17*** 


.10*** 


.01 


.12*** 


.02 


.10*** 


.04 


.05* 


.07** 


.02 


Student research assistants 


.10*** 


.10*** 


.08** 


.06* 


•.08** 


.II*** 


.07* 


.15*** 


.14*** 


-.02 


.06* 


.05* 


.16*** 


.08** 


.13*** 


Student teaching assistants 


.17*** 


.16*** 


.09*** 


.03 


-.08* 


.02 


.05* 


.17*** 


.06* 


-.08** 


.00 


.00 


.12*** 


.07** 


.17*** 


Sabbaticals to improve teaching 


- .09*** 


■.13*** 


•.06* 


.00 


.00 


.22*** 


.06* 


.01 


.16*** 


.02 


.12*** 


.07* 


.06** 


.14*** 


-.04 


Sabbaticals to do publishable research 


.06** 


.05* 


.05* 


.04 


-.05* 


.08*** 


.01 


.13*** 


.09*** 


-.05* 


.02 


.01 


.10*** 


.10*** 


.13*** 



••♦Signif icani at less than .001. ••Significant at less than .01. *Significant at less than ,05. 

Correlations are tau b. N « 1,172 faculty. 
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Table 120. Adequacy of Resources for Grants Travel by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards—Grants, Faculty Sample 



Deans' A68essment**-Grants (%) 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Grants Travel 


Not 
ImDortant 


Somewhat 
Important 


Important 


Very 
Imo.ortant^ 


Poor 


76 


57 


54 


54 


Fair 


16 


29 


29 


28 


Good* Excellent 


8 


14 


17 


19 


N 


(179) 


(270) 


(273 ) 


(303) 


Tau b - .12, significant 


at less than 


.001. 







^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 121. Adequacy of Reaourcea for Grants Development Personnel by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards — Grants, Faculty Sample 







Deans' 


Assessment— -Grants (%) 


Adequacy of Resources 
for Grants Develoument 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imtjortant 


Very 
Imoortant' 


Poor 


54 


40 


35 


36 


Fair 


33 


36 


38 


38 


Good« Excellent 


15 


24 


28 


25 


N 


(186) 


(276) 


(283) 


(307) 



Tau b a .lOi significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to round;.ng. 



Table 122. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants by Deans' 

Department Assessment standards—Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Grant Travel 



Deans' Assessment — Extramural Grants (%) 



Not iomewhat Very 

Important Important Import ant Important 



Poor 



Fair 



Good, Excellent 



52 
24 
24 



53 
38 
9 



23 
43 
34 



29 
53 
18 



N 



(21) 



(53) 



Tau b = .20, significant at less than .001. 



(47) 



(17) 
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Table 123. Adequacy of Resources for Travel to Develop Grants 
Department Assessment Standards — Extramural Grants, 


by Deans' 
chairs' Sample 


Deans' Assessment- 


-Extramural 


Grants (%) 


Adequacy of Resources for Not 
Grant Development Travel imoortant 


Somewhat 
important 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Poor 


60 


46 


43 


Fair 20 


25 


24 


35 


Good, Excellent 10 


IS 


30 


22 


N (55) 


(138) 


(89) 


(51) 


Tau b = .18, significant at less than 


.001. 
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Table 124. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' 

Department Assessment Standarde— Extramural Grants, Deans' Sample 



ERIC 



Deans' Assessment — Extramural Grants {%) 

Adequacy of Resources for Not Somewhat Very 
Grant Develop. Personnel Important Important* Important In^poytaOli 



57 36 21 18 

38 42 47 29 



Poor 
Fair 

Good, Excellent 5 23 32 53 



N 



(21) (53) (47) (17) 



Tau b = .29, significant at less than .001. 
"Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 125. Adequacy of Resources for Grant Development Personnel by Deans' 

Department Assessment StandardS'-Extramural GrRnts, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Assessment— Extramural Grants (%)' 



Adecruacy of Resources for Not Somewhat 
Grant Develop. Personnel Important Important 



Important 



Very 
Important 



Poor 



50 



46 



34 



31 



Fair 



Good, Excellent 



38 
13 



37 
16 



32 
35 



39 
29 



(95) 



(139) 



(89) 



(51) 



Tau b s .16, significant at les^ than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 126. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards— Research, Deans' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
senior Professor s 



Deana' Assessment — Research (%) 



Not/ Somewhat 
Important 



Important 



Very 
Important 



Poor 



Fair 



Good, Excellent 



50 
32 
18 



26 
45 
29 



14 
49 

37 



N 



(22) 



(69) 



(49) 



Tau b = .21, significant at less than .01. 
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Table 127. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' 
Department Assessment Stanclard8--Re8earch, Chairs' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
Ser^lor Profeseora 



Deans' Assessment'-Research (%) 



Not Somewhat Very 

Important Important' Important Important 



Poor 



88 



58 



36 



32 



Fair 



Good, Excellent 



6 
6 



34 
9 



40 
24 



47 
21 



N 



(33) 



(92) 



(156) 



(94) 



Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001. 
'Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 128. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards — Research, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Research (%) 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
Senior Professors 



Not 
Important 



Somewhat 
Important 



Important 



Very 
Important 



Poor 
Fair 
Good 

Excellent 



75 
19 
6 



SO 
42 

7 



35 



42 



20 



37 



31 



24 



8 



N 



(69) 



(275) 



(408) 



(3^5) 



Tau b = .20, significant at less than .001. 



ERIC 



2ru 



Table 129. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors by 

Deans' Department Assessment Standards---Research/ Deans' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
Untenured Professors 



Deans ' Assessment-^-Research ( % ) 



Not I somewhat 
lt\ portant 



Important 



Very 
Important 



Poor 



Fair 



57 
29 



28 
42 



2 
48 



Goodf Excellent 



14 



30 



N 



(21) 



(69) 



(48) 



Tau b = .3&, significant at less than .OOl. 
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Table 130. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by 

Deans' Department Assessment Standards — Research, chairs' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
Untenured Professors 



Poor 



Fair 



Good, Excellent 



Deans' Assessments-Research (%) 



Not 
Important 



91 
6 

• 3 



Somewhat 
Important 



60 
33 
7 



I mportant 



39 
31 
30 



Very 
Important; 



20 
36 
44 



N 



(33) 



(90) 



(156) 



(94) 



Tau b = .37, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 131. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by 
Deans' Department Assessment Standards — Research, Faculty 
Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 




Deans' Assessment — Research 




Not 

^IM^sJI, UOIlw 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Important 


Very 


Poor 


78 


49 


32 


27 


Fair 


16 


41 


41 


30 


Good 


4 


9 


22 


34 


Excellent 


1 


2 


5 


9 


N 


(69) 


(277) 


(407) 


(334) 



Tau b s .21, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 132. Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards-^-Researchi Deans' Sample 



Adeouacv of Resources 
for Research 
Eauiptnent 


Deans' 


Aesessment-'Research 


(%) 


tiot, Somewhat 
Imoortant" 


Imoortanc 


Very 
Important 


Poor 


41 


29 


17 


Fair 


46 


45 


48 


Goodi Excellent 


14 


26 


35 


N 


(22) 


(69) 


(48) 



Tau b s .19| significant at leas than .Ol* 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding* 



•So 2] 3 

ERIC 



Table 133. Adequacy of Reaourceo for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assees'.nont Standard8-*-«-Research, Chairs' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research 

Eauioment 




Deans' Assessment— Research 


(%)^ 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Important 


Very 
Important 


Poor 


59 


46 


34 


46 


Fair 


34 


46 


47 


26 


Good, Excellent 


6 


9 


19 


29 


N 


(32) 


(88) 


(145) 


(90) 


Tau b s .12, significant 


at less than 


.01. 







^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 134 « Adequacy of Resources for Research Equipment by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards — Research, Faculty Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
£or Research 
EaulPment 




Deans' Assessment — Research 




Not 
Imoortant" 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imt5ortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Poor 


63 


46 


36 


34 


Fair 


29 


40 


41 


41 . 


Good/ Excellent 


9 


14 


23 


25 


N 


(70) 


(269) 


(388) 


(316) 



Tau b » .14, significant at less than .01, 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 135. Adequary of Resources for Offering Courses by Deans' Department 
Assessmigrt Standards— Teaching, Deans' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 

^r^^ Offering Courses, 

Poor, Fair 
Good 

Excellent 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching (%) 



Somev/hat Important, Very 
Important Impprtaqt 

44 8 
40 71 
16 21 



(25) (114) 



Tau b » .25, significant at less than .01. 
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Table 136* Adequacy of Reeourcee for Offering Courgee by Deans' Department 
ABsessment Standarde—Teaching, Chairs' Sample 



• 

Adequacy of Resources 
for Of ferlna__cour9es 


Deans' 


Assessment — Teaching 


(%)^ 


Not, Somewhat 
Important 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Poor, Fair 


20 


32 


18 


Good 


77 


56 


61 


Excellent 


3 


13 


20 


N 


(30) 


(142) 


(207) 



Tau b = .14, significant at less than .01. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 137. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses, by Deans' 

Department Assessment Standards-— Teaching^ Faculty Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
Equipment for 




Deans ' Asse j 


ament- -Teaching 


(*) 


Not 
— important 


Some^vhat 
Imoortant 


ImDortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Poor 


66 


42 


31 


22 


Fair 


23 


30 


34 


31 


Good 


10 


26 


29 


33 


Excellent 


1 


2 


6 


14 


N 


(74) 


(236) 


(400) 


(386) 



Tau b = .22i significant at less than .001. 
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Table 138. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards — Teaching, Deans' Sample 



Adequacy of Resources for 
TeachincL_Sabbaticals 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching {%) 



Somewhat Important, 
Important 



_yerv Important 



Poor 



24 



22 



Fair 
Good 

Excellent 



20 



40 



16 



20 



34 



24 



N 



(25; 



(114) 



Tau b = .04, not significant. 



er|c 
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Table 139. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards— Teaching, Chairs' Sample 



Deans ' Assessment — Teaching ( % ) ^ 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Teachina Sabbaticals 


Not, Somewhat 
Imcortant 


Important 


Very 
Imcortant 


Poor 


28 


26 


27 


Pair 


14 


33 


27 


Good 


38 


35 


33 


Excellent 


21 


7 


13 


N 


(29) 


(141) 


(204) 



Tau b s .00, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 140. Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards— Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching (%) 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Teachina Sabbaticals 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imcortant 


Very 
Important 


Poor 


66 


42 


33 


22 


Fair 


23 


30 


34 


31 


Good 


10 


26 


29 


33 


Excellent 


1 


2 


6 


14 


N 


(74) 


(236) 


(400) 


(386) 



Tau b = .22, significant at less than .001. 



ERIC 



Tabte HI. Factor Analysis of Deans* Department Assessment Standards and Adequacy of Resources^ 
Faculty Sample 



FACTORS 



Variables 


1 


2 


3 




5 


6 


7 


8 


resource nueQuacy* 


















Conference Travel 


-.05'* 


.638 


-.160 


.20'* 


.153 


.123 


.2'iO 


.082 


Grant Travel 


.159 


.718 


.031 


.115 


.HO 


.017 


-.011 


.025 


Research, Senior Professors 


.162 


.695 


.086 


-.087 


.096 


.231 


.096 


-.088 


Research, Untenured Professors 


.273 


.618 


.000 


-.093 


.ISi* 


.361 


.057 


-.165 


Computers 


-.150 


.6'i5 


.100 


.2'i5 


-.037 


.010 


.05'* 


-.069 


Research Equipment 


.031 


.706 


.132 


.225 


.03U 


.156 


-.062 


-.07ii 


Library Books 


-.005 


.2i|7 


.061 


.855 


.110 


.07(1 


.098 


-.017 


Library Journal s 


.096 


.227 


.109 


.86'* 


.039 


.102 


-.012 


-.07ii 


Grant Personnel 


.150 


.3'*9 


.201 


.100 


.285 


-.131 


-.H2 


-.075 


Courses 


-.016 


.058 


-.012 


.'♦15 


.HI 


.'♦20 


.196 


.101 


Student RA's * 


.080 


.336 


.119 


.105 


.075 


.728 


.010 


.023 


Student TA's 


.135 


.150 


.055 


.092 


.137 


.792 


-.002 


-.072 


Sabbaticals * Teaching 


-.109 


.158 


.0'i7 


.102 


.868 


.117 


.116 


.07'* 


Sabbaticals * Research 


.093 


.193 


.Oiil 


.073 


.856 


.197 


-.009 


-.Ok7 


uean s dcanoarass 


















Extramural Grants 


.731 


-.015 


.010 


.OOi* 


.007 


.188 


-.216 


-.166 


Publ 1 cations 


.873 


.028 


-.12'! 


.013 


-.029 


.093 


-.061 


-.121 


Papers 


.816 


.111 


-.030 


.O'i'i 


-.031 


-.019 




.269 


Conferences 


.667 


.161 


.087 


.02'! 


-.05'i 


-.HO 


-.017 


.m 


Enrol Iment 


-.088 


-.102 


.119 


-.0'i5 


.039 


-.050 


.205 


.696 


Teaching Quality 


-.28'i 


.118 


.206 


.lOi* 


.U2 


.006 




.210 


Institutional Reputation 


.123 


.033 


.199 


.039 


-.037 


.029 


.773 


.011 


National Reputation 


.603 


.028 


.210 


.022 


.083 


.122 


.25't 


-.305 


Student Oual Ity 


.019 


.108 


.559 


.'166 


.058 


.119 




.116 


Attrition 


-.120 


-.193 


.'♦'♦0 


-.016 


-.018 


.031* 


.010 


.621 


Courses 


-.193 


.Oiil 


.59'! 


.097 


-.020 


.023 


.333 


.206 


Degree Time 


-.031 


.026 


.656 


.015 


-.083 


.039 


,01*6 


.235 


Fellowships 


.269 


.138 


.7'i6 


.031 


.O'i'i 


.069 


-.031 


-.086 


PI acetnent 


.000 


.0'i7 


.721 


.Oiie 


.IBii 


-.013 


.189 


-.OO'i 


Research 


.765 


.105 


.01*7 


.000 


.079 


.056 


.098 


-.253 



Pfircentage of Variance txpl ained 
Factor El genval u e C ach Factor Cumul ati ve 

1 5.617 19.'! 19. 

2 3.931 13.6 32.9 

3 2.813 9.7 42.6 
k 1.'i58 5.0 '♦7.7 

5 1.327 k.e 52.2 

6 1.177 ii.l 51^.1 

7 1.106 3.8 60.1 
3 1.079 3.7 63.8 



Table 142 • Relationships Between Teaching Variables and Deans' Department Assessment Factors 



Proportion of Faculty 
Faculty Teaching Load T^p^g^ Spent Teaching 

Deans ' Department 

Assessment Factors Deans Chairs Fac.ulty Deans Chairs FacuiiJi 



1 . 


Grants obtained 


-.26*** 


-.25*** 


-.32*** 


30*** 


-.25*** 


-.29*** 


2 . 


Publ icat ions 


-.40*** 


-.34*** 


-.32*** 


-.36*** 


-.33*** 


-.34*** 


3. 


Papers delivered 


-. 10 


-.16*** 


-.10*** 


-.14* 


-. 11* 


.12*** 


4. 


Conferences organized 


.08 


-.03 


-.02 


.12 


.02 


-.03 


5. 


Enrol Iment 


.02 


. 11** 


. 09* * * 


.04 


. 17*** 


.07** 


6. 


Teaching quality 


.08 


.17*** 


. 16*** 


. 19** 


. 14** 


. 14*** 


7. 


Internal reputation 


.06 


.02 


.01 


.10 


.03 


.03 


8. 


External reputation 


-.08 


-.24*** 


-.25*** 


-.22** 


-.26*** 


-.25*** 


9. 


Student quality 


.04 


.05 


.01 


.02 


.04 


,04 


10. 


Attrition 


. 10 


.17*** 


.12*** 


.17* 


.22*** 


. 13*** 


11. 


Course quality 


.13* 


. 10* 


. 12** * 


.03 


. 13** 


. 13*** 


12. 


Time for degree 


. 13 


.07 


.11*** 


.10 


.04 


.09*** 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


.04 


-.17*** 


... 10* * * 


-.09 


-. 11* 


-.09*** 


14 . 


Placement of graduates 


. 14* 


.01 


. 03 


.02 


.08* 


.06 


15. 


Research qua 1 i ty 


- . 26* * • 


- . 27 * * * 


- . 30* * * 


-.33*** 


-. 33* ** 


-.30*** 



*« *Signif icant at less than .001. 
**Signlf icant at less than .01. 
•^Significant at less than .OS. 



Correlat iof^s are tau b. N = 
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Table 143, Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standard-- 
Teaching, Chairs' Sample 



Facultv Teachina Load 


Deans' 


Assessment — Teaching 


(%)^ 


Not« Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


7 Credits or Less 


23 


12 


4 


8-10 Credits 


17 


27 


20 


11-13 credits 


57 


52 


62 


14 Credits or More 


3 


8 


13 


N 


(30) 


(139) 


(202) 



Tau - .17 1 significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not suit. 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 144. Faculty Teaching Load by Deans' Department Assessment Standards — 
Teachingi Faculty Sample 



Deans ' Asses8ment--*Teaching ( % ) 



Facultv Teachino_Load 


Not 
Important 


Somewhat 
important 


Imoortant 


Very 

a 

Important 


None 


0 


4 


1 


3 


7 Credits or Less 


30 


24 


17 


9 


8-10 Credits 


26 


29 


28 


22 


11-13 Credits 


34 


37 


42 


52 


14 Credits or More 


10 


6 


12 


13 


N 


(80) 


(245) 


(411) 


(398) 



Tau b = .161 significant at less than «001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 145. Relationships Between Selected Tenure Weights and Deans' Department Assessment Factors 



^ Tenure Weights „ 

Teaching Publishing 

Deans' Department 

Assessment Factors Deans Chairs Faculty Deans Chairs Faculty 



1. 


Grants obtained 


-.34*** 


-.38*** 


-.46*** 


.34*** 


. 42*** 


.40** 


2. 


Publications 


- . 46** * 


-.44*** 


-.53*** 


. 50*** 


.56*** 


.58** 


3. 


Papers delivered 


-.26** 


-.18*** 


-.27*** 


.32*** 


. 34*** 


.30** 


4. 


Conferences organized 


.09 


-.01 


- . 12 * * * 


-.07 


.20*** 


.14** 


5. 


Enrollment 


.04 


-,08 


. 16*** 


.00 


-.12** 


.14** 


6. 


Teaching quality 


. 19* 


.31*** 


. 48* * * 


-.22** 


-.15*** 


-.33** 


7. 


Internal reputation 


. 17* 


.04 


.07** 


-.19** 


.06 


-.09** 


8. 


External reputation 


-.20** 


- . 30* * * 


-.34*** 


.14* 


.30*** 


.30** 


9. 


Student quality 


-.01 


.07 


. 19** * 


-.07 


-.07 


-.17** 


10. 


Attrit ion 


. 15* 


.15*** 


. 20* * * 


-.20** 


-.19*** 


-.21** 


11. 


Course quality 


.06 


,17*** 


.23** * 


.00 


-.19*** 


-.23** 


12. 


Time for degree 


. 13 


.06 


. 10* * * 


-.18** 


-.09* 


-.12** 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


.00 


-.12** 


-.06* 


-.10 


.08 


.05* 


14. 


IHacement of graduates 


. 13 


.03 


. 13* * * 


-.09 


-.07 


-.16** 


IS. 


Research quality 


- . 37 * * * 


- . 36* * * 


-.43*** 


.42*** 


. 4 5 * * * 


.43** 



ERIC 



***Siqnif icant at less than .001. 
* *Sicjni f icant at leas than .01. 
*Signif icar.-. at less than .05. 

CorrelationB are tau b. N - 142 Deano, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty. 
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Table 146. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Teaching, Deans' Sample 





Deans ' Assessment- 


-Teaching (% ) 


Tenure Weiaht for Teachina 


Somewhat Important , 
Important 


Very Important 


Second Weight or Lower 


40 


20 


Highest Weight 


60 


80 


N 


(25) 


(112) 



Tau b = .19, significant at less than .OB, 



22;* 



Table 147. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deana' Department Assessment 
Standards— Teaching, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' AB8essment-~Teaching (%) 



Tenure Weight 
for Teaching 



Third Weight or Lowwr 
Second Weight 
Highest Weight 

N 



Not, Somewhat 
Important — 



38 



10 



52 



(29) 



Tau b => .31, significant at less than .001. 
"percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Important 



21 
15 
64 

(143) 



Very 
Important' 



88 



(204) 
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Table 148. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Asseeeinent 
Standards — Teachingi Faculty Sample 



Deans ' Assessment — Teaching ( % ) 



Tenure Weight 

t9S Tea?h<rnq . . . 


Not 


Somewhat 
Imtjortant 


imcortant 


Very 
imDortant 


Fourth Weight or Lower 


42 


14 


2 


0 


Third Weight 


38 


44 


29 


8 


Second Weight 


11 


>■ 18 


19 


9 


Highest Weight 


8 


24 


50 


83 


N 


(71) 


(243) 


(404) 


(392) 



Tau b » .ASf significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 149. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deana' Department Assessment 
Standards — Course Quality, Deans' Sample 



Tenure Weight 
for Teachina 


Deans' 


Asaessment— Course Quality 


(%) 


Not , Somewhat 
Imtsortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Second Weight or Lower 


27 


18 


26 


Highest Weight 


73 


82 


74 


N 


(62) 


(55) 


(19) 



Tau b = .06, not significant. 



Table 150. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Course Quality, Chairs' Sample 



Dean's Assessment — Course Quality (%)^ 



Tenure Weight 
for Teachina 


Not 
Important 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important 


Third Weight or Lower 


23 


17 


9 


3 


Second Weight 


14 


12 


7 


10 


Highest Weight 


64 


72 


83 


86 


N 


(52) 


(137) 


(151) 


(29) 



Tau b - .17, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 151. Tenure Weight for Teaching by Deans' Department AsseBsment 
StandardB—Courae Quality, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Aaaesament—Course Quality (%) 



Tenure Weight 
for Teachina 


Not 
Imoortant' 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Fourth weight or Lower 


15 


S 


4 


0 


Third Weight 


32 


29 


16 


14 


Second Weight 


15 


16 


13 


9 


Highest Weight 


37 


50 


67 


77 


N 


(2J0) 


(504) 


(309) 


(56) 


Tau b = .23, significant at less than 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rou 


.001. 
nding. 







Table 152. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Publishing, Deans' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Publishing (%} 



Tenure Weight 
for Publishina 


Not , Somev.'hat 
Imoortaiit 


Imoortant' 


Very 
Important 


Fourth Weight or Lower 


58 


14 


4 


Third weight 


21 


41 


21 


Second Weight 


19 


28 


21 


Highest Weight 


2 


18 


54 


N 


(57) 


(51) 


(28) 



Tau b = .50, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to' rounding. 
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Table 153. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— Publishing, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Publishing (%)* 



Tenure Weight 
for Publishina 


Not 
Imoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Important 


Very 
Imoortant 


Lowest Weight 


20 


8 


0 


2 


Fifth Weight 


33 


17 


0 


2 


Fourth Weight 


24 


24 


12 


0 


Third Weight 


14 


24 


24 


9 


Second Weight 


9 


21 


43 


31 


Highest Weight 


0 


5 


22 


57 


N 


(55) 


(131) 


(102) 


(67) 



Tau b = .56, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 154. Tenure Weight for Publishing by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— Publishing, Faculty Sample 





Deans ' Assessment 


— Publishing 


(%)'' 


Tenure Weight 
for Publifihina 


Not 
Tmoortant 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Ir^portant 


Very 
Important 


Lowest Weight 


28 


8 


2 


0 


Fifth Weight 


26 


16 


3 


0 


Fourth Weight 


24 


21 


4 


1 


Third Weight 


9 


26 


21 


s 


Second Weight 


11 


23 


38 


27 


Highest Weight 


3 


7 


33 


66 


N 


(110) 


(277) 


(322) 


(383) 


Tau b s .58, significant 


at less than 


.001. 







^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 155. Tenure Weight for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— Research, Deans' sample 



Deans' Assessment — Research (%) 



Tenure Weight 
for Reaftap^h 


Not 1 Somewhat 
Important 


Important 


Very 
Imoortant" 


Fourth Weight or Lower 


so 


15 


6 


Third Weight 


10 


31 


23 


First or Second Weight 


40 


54 


70 


N 


(20) 


(67) 


(47) 



Tau b = •25, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



I 

B 

Table 156. Tenure Weight for Research by Deana' Department ABsessment 
A Standards— Research, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Assessment--Research (%) 



Tenure Weight 
for Research 


Not 
Imoortant 


f omewhat 
Important 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important 


Fifth, Sixth We\9.".L 


55 


14 


4 


2 


Fourth Weight 


13 


20 


5 


3 


Third Weight 


16 


31 


28 


18 


Second Weight 


16 


29 


57 


33 


Highest weight 


0 


6 


6 


39 


N 


(31) 


(90) 


(153) 


(90) 


Tau b = .44, significant 


at less than 


.COl. 
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Table 157. Tenure Weight for Research by Deane' Department Assessment 
Standards — Researchi Faculty Sample 







Deans' A88e88ment--Research 


(%)« 


Tenure Weight 


Not 


Somewhat 




Very 


for Reseaifch 


Imoortant 


Important 


Important 


Imoortant 


Lowest Weight 


26 


6 


2 


0 


Fifth weight 


31 


13 


3 


0 


rourun w«3j»gnu 


in 


21 


11 


4 


Third Weight ' 


17 


28 


30 


14 


Second Weight 


11 


28 


39 


53 


Highest Weight 


6 


4 


16 


30 


N 


(72) 


(272) 


(404) 


(339) 


Tau b - .43^ significant at 


less than 


.001. 






^Percentages do not sum 100 


due to rounding. 
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Table 158. Tenure weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards— National Reputation, Deans' 
Sample 



Tenure Weight for 
Service to Professional 
Oraanizatione 


Deans' Assessment- 


-National Reputation (%) 


Not , Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important . 


Lowest Weight 


28 


23 


IS 


Fifth Weight 


37 


29 


46 


Fourth and Higher Weights 


35 


48 


39 


N 


(51) 


(48) 


(33) 



Tau b = .08, not significant. 
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Table 159. Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards-- National Reputation, chairs' 
Sample 



Tenure Weight for Service 
to Profeesional 
Orqanizations 


Oeane' 


Asaeaement- 


-National Reputation (%) 


Not 
Imoortant" 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Important 


Very 
Imoortant _ 


Lowest Weight 


14 


25 


17 


7 


Fifth Weight 


48 


33 


45 


23 


Fourth Weight 


21 


24 


26 


38 


Third Weight or Higher 


16 


18 


12 


22 


N 


(85) 


{ 120) 


(106) 


(45) 



Tau b 3 .06i not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 160. Tenure Weight for Professional Organizational Service by Deans' 
Department Asseasment Standards— National Presentation, Faculty 
Sample 



Tenure Weight foi* 
Professional 
Oraanizational Service 


Deans ' 


Assessment — 


National Presentation (%) 


Not 
Imoortant* 


Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important 


Fourth Weight or Lower 


15 


5 


4 


0 


Third Weight 


32 


29 


16 


14 


Second Weight 


15 


16 


13 


9 


Highest Weight 


37 


50 


67 


77 


N 


(230) 


(504) 


(309) 


(56) 


Tau b = .23, significant at less .001. 
•percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 161. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department 
Aseessment Standards— Internal Reputation, Deans' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Institutional Reputation (%) 



Tenure Weight for 
Service to Institution 


Not, Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Tmoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Fifth, Sixth Weight 


31 


16 


12 


Fourth Weight 


37 


27 


37 


Third Weight 


26 


30 


23 


Firsc, Second Weight 


6 


27 


28 


N 


(35) 


(56) 


(43) 



Tau b = .18, significant at less tnan .01. 
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Table 162. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Peans' Department 



AssessmPAt 


Standards-- Internal 


Reputation, Chairs' 


Sample 


« 


Deans' Aases8ment--In8titut ional 


Reputation (%)^ 


Tenure Weight for 
Service to Institution 


Not , Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imcortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Fifth, Sixth Weight 


17 


16 


17 


Fourth Weight 


35 


30 


30 


Third Weight 


17 


28 


22 


Second, First Weight 


31 


27 


30 


N 


(75) 


(193) 


(99) 



Tau b « .01, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 163. Tenure Weight for Service to the Institution by Deans' Department 
Asisessment Standards*— Internal Reputation, Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weight for 
Service to Institution 


Deans' 


Assessment- 


-Internal Reputation (%) 


Not 
imoortant* 


Somewhat 
imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important 


Lowest Weight 


27 


19 


17 


23 


Fifth Weight 


30 


41 


47 


37 

1 


Fourth Weight 


27 


24 


22 


26 


Third Weight 


12 


13 


12 


9 


Second, First Weight 


3 


3 


2 


5 


N 


(59) 


(252) 


(500) 


(236) 



Tau b ^ -.01, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 164. Relationships Between Selected Merit Salary Variables and Deans' Department Assessment Factors^ 











Mat* { ¥ 

net XV 


da 1 Y V cIl1>£IO S 












Teachinq 






{Research 




Deans' Department 
Assessment Factors 


n A a n a 




1? A 1 1 1 f* u 

r auU 1 UV 






r ctwu 1 uy 


1, 


Grants obtained 


.17* 


.09* 


-.02 


.18* 


.30*** 


.32*** 


2. 


Publ icat ions 


.18* 


.13** 


.03 


.24** 


.36*** 


.45*** 


3. 


Papers delivered 


.04 


.14** 


.08** 


.11 


.25*** 


.35*** 


4. 


Conferences organized 


-.04 


.14** 


. 10*** 


-.01 


.18*** 


.21*** 


5. 


Enrollment 


-.10 


-.20*** 


.01 


-.10 


-.22*** 


-.18*** 


6. 


Teaching quality 


-.05 


.09* 


.25*** 


-.13 


.00 


-.12*** 


7. 


Internal reputation 


-.10 


.01 


. 10*** 


-.10 


.00 


.03 


a. 


External reputation 


.15* 


. 12** 


.01 


.14* 


.21*** 


.25*** 




Student quality 


. 14* 


. 03 


. 1 7 * * * 


.08 


.00 


-.01 


10. 


Att r i t ion 


-.02 


-.14** 


.03 


-.05 


-.18*** 


-.17*** 


M . 


Course quality 


.03 


.00 


. 08** 


.01 


-.14** 


-.13*** 


12. 


Time for degree 


.00 


-.01 


.03 


-.09 


-.07 


-.08** 


13. 


Fellowship awards to students 


. 07 


.03 


.05 


.05 


.05 


.11*** 


14. 


Placement of graduates 


. 13 


-.01 


.05* 


.06 


-.03 


-.06* 


lb. 


Research quality 


. 14* 


. 18* * * 


.06* 


.29*** 


.42*** 


. 44 * * * 



* * *Sicjnif icant at less than .001. 
* *Signif icant at less than .01. 
^Significant at less than .Ob. 

^Correlations are tau b. N = 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty. 
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Table 165. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standarcis--Teaching< Deans' Sample 



Deans' Assesp-nent — Teaching (%) 



Merit Salary Awards Somewhat Important, Very 
for Teaching important Important 

NO 20 26 

Yes SO 74 



N 



(25) (115) 



Tau b = -.05, not significant. 
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Table 166. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deana' Department Assessment 
Standards— Teaching, Chairs' Sample 



Dean's' Assessment — Teaching (%) 



Merit Salary Awards Not, Somewhat Very 
for Teaching Important Important Important 

NO 57 33 31 

yes 43 67 69 



N 



(30) (143) (203) 



Tau b = .09, significant at less than .05. 



Table 167. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Asffessment 
Standards— Teaching, Faculty Sample 



No 
Yes 

N 



Deans' Assessment — Teaching (%) 



Merit salary Awards Not Somewhat Very 
for Teaching imnorfcant Important I;nportant Ipipoytapt 



88 66 47 37 

12 34 53 63 

(80) (232) (392) (389) 



Tau b = .25, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 168. Merit Hilary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— Course Quality, Deans' Sample 



Ke^rit Salary Awards 
for Teachina 


Deans' 


Assessment — Course Quality 


(*) 


Not, Somewhat 
Imoorti^nt 


Important 


Very 
Important . 


No 


27 


22 


26 


Yes 


73 


78 


74 


N 


(62) 


(58) 


(19) 



Tau b = .03| not significant. 



Table 169. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Ddpartment Assesement 
Standards"- coursa Quality, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Course Quality (%) 



Merit Salary Awards 
for Teachinq 



Not 
Important 



Somewhat 



Very 

im portant important 



No 



31 



35 



j4 



31 



Yes 



69 



65 



66 



69 



N 



(52) 



(134) 



(151) 



(32) 



Tau b a .00, not significant. 



Table 170. Mer.<t Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards— courae Quality, Faculty Sample 



Merit salary Awards 
for Teachina 


Deans ' 


Assessment- 


-Course Quality (%) 


Not 
Imtsortant 


somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imtsortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


No 


58 


50 


48 


41 


Yes 


42 


50 


52 


59 


N 


(233) 


(493) 


(300. 


(54) 



Tau b » .08, significant at less than .01. 



Er|c 
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Table 171. Merit Salary Awards for Teaching by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Student Attrition, Chairs' Sample 



Merit Salary Awards 
for Teachina 


Deans ' 


Assessment- 


-Student Attrition (%) 


Not 
Imoortant 


somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


No 


26 


25 


44 


40 


ves 


74 


75 


56 


60 


N 


(49) 


(140) 


(220) 


(67) 



Tau b « -•14, significant at less than .01. 
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Table 172. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards—Research, Daans' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Research (%) 



Merit Salary Awards 
for Research 


Not, Somewhat 
Imoortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Important 


No 


SO 


29 


10 


Yes 


SO 


71 


90 


N 


(22) 


(66) 


(49) 



Tau b « .29, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 173. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Research, Chairs' Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Research (%) 



Merit Salary Awards 
for Research 



No 



Ves 



Not Somewhat Very 

Important important impor tant Important 



88 
12 



51 
49 



3C 
70 



a 

92 



N 



(34) 



(87) 



(154 



(94; 



Tau b = .42, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 174. Merit Salary Awards for Research by Deans' Department Assessment 
Standards — Research, Faculty Sample 



Merit Salary Awards 



Yes 



N 



Deans' Assessment —Research (%) 



Tau b = .44, significant at less than .001. 



Not Somewhat Very 



fnr Reaeareh Important IffPQgt^ftnt It!^pogt;anti ImpoL^nt. 

No 



94 59 28 12 

6 41 72 88 

(68) (276) (406) (337) 
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Table 175. Rulationships Between Formal Rewards for Teaching and Resource Adequacy^ 



Formal Rewards for Teaching ; 

Tenure Weight Merit Raise 



Resource Adeauacv 


Deans 


Chairs 


Faculty 


Deans 


Chairs 


Faculty 


Travel to conferences 


, 16* 


.01 


. 12*** 


-.01 


. 16*** 


. 12*** 


Travel to develop grants 


.03 


-.03 


.03 


.05 


.08 


.09** 


Research by senior professors 


-.06 


-.10* 


-.06* 


.05 


.14** 


.11*** 


Research by untenured professors 


-.17* 


-.24*** 


-.16*** 


.11 


.15*** 


. 14*** 


Purchase of computer equipment 


.03 


-.09* 


.09*** 


.04 


. 16*** 


.11*** 


Purchase of research equipment 


-.09 


-.08 


.01 


. 16* 


. 16*** 


.06* 


Purchase of library cooks 


.21** 


.01 


.08** 


-.11 


.07 


.05* 


Purchase of library journals 


. 15* 


-.05 


-.03 


-.07 


.06 


.06* 


Personnel for grant development 


-.02 


-.15** 


-.03 


.00 


.11* 


.08** 


Offering courses frequently enough 


.02 


-.04 


.06** 


-.06 


.02 


. 11*** 


Student research assistants 


-.06 


-.13** 


-.06* 


.08 


.07 


. 10*** 


Student teaching assistants 


-.19* 


-.17*** 


-.13*** 


.09 


.06 


.07** 


Sabbaticals to improve teaching 


. 15* 


.07 


. 16** * 


.05 


-.01 


. 11*** 


Sabbaticals to Jo publishable 
research 


-.04 


-.13** 


-.03 


. 14* 


.05 


.06* 



* * *Signif icant at less than .001. 
* *Signif i cant at less than .01. 
♦Significant at less than .05. 

^correlations are tau b. N ^ 142 Deans, 392 Chairs, 1,172 Faculty. 



Table 176. Adequacy of Resources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for 
Teaching, Deans' Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%) 



Adequacy of Resources 
for offering Courses 



Second Weight 
or Lower 



Highest 
Weight 



Poor, Fair 
Good 



19 



58 



14 



67 



Excellent 



23 



19 



N 



(31) 



(103) 



Tau b = ,02, not significant. 
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Table 177. Adequacy of Reaourcea for Offering Couraes by Tenure Weight for 
Teaching, Chaira' Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%) 



Adequacy of Reaourcea 
for Offerina Coursefl 


Third Weight 
or Lower 


Second 
Weiaht' 


Highest 
Weiqht 


Poor, Fair 


16 


23 


24 


Good 


70 


56 


60 


Excellent 


14 


20 


16 


N 


(50) 


(39) 


(289) 



Tau b » -«04| not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 178. Adequacy of ReBources for Offering Courses by Tenure Weight for 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Offerina Courses 


Tenure 


Weiaht 


for Teachina 1%) 




4th Weight 
or Lower 


Third 

we ^uii u 


Second 

Ws ioh t 


Highest 
Weiaht 


Poor 


14 


7 


9 


6 


Pair 


23 


24 


22 


25 


Good 


46 


57 


59 


54 


Exce ' lent 


7 


11 


10 


15 


N 


(72) 


(282) 


(165) 


(590) 



Tau b = .06, significant at less than .01. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 179. Adequacy of Resourcee for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight 
for Teaching, Deans' Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%^^ 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Teachina Sabbaticals 


Second Weight 
or Lower 


Highest 
Weiaht 


Poor 


32 


19 


Fair 


29 


17 


Good 


19 


40 


Excellent 


19 


23 


N 


(31) 


(104) 



Tau b a .15, significant at less than .05. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 180* Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight 
for Teaching, chairs' Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%) 



Adequacy of Resources Third Weight Second Highest 

for Teaching Sabbaticals or Lower Weight Weight^ 

Poor 40 17 25 

Fair 28 37 27 

Good 22 29 38 

Excellent 10 17 ll 

N (50) (35) (289) 



Tau b - ,07, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 181« Adequacy of Resources for Teaching Sabbaticals by Tenure Weight 
for Teaching^ Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weight for Teaching (%)^ 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Teachina Sabbaticals 


4th Weight 
or Lower 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
weiaht 


Highest 
Weioht 


Poor 


61 


36 


35 


26 


Fair 


19 


35 


30 


32 


Good 


15 


25 


26 


32 


Excellent 


4 


4 


8 


10 


N 


(72) 


(276) 


(159) 


(596) 



Tau b » .16| significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 182. Adequacy of Resourcea for Research by Untenured Professors by 
Tenure Weight for Publishing, Deans' Sample 



T<vnni;«a Wrtj^ qht for Publish ing Ch) 



Adequacy of Resources 
for Research by 
Untenured Professors 



Poor 
Fair 

Good, Excellent 
N 



4t'.h Weight 
or Lower 



38 
42 
20 

(40) 



Tau b = .20, significant at less than .01. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Third 
Weiaht' 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


15 


23 


0 


38 


30 


64 


46 


47 


36 


(39) 


(30) 


(25) 
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Table 183. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Professors, by 
Tenure Weight for Publishing, Chairs' Sample 



for Research by 
Uni^enured Professors 




Tenure Weiaht 


for Publishina (%) 




Lowest 

Weioht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht _ 


Poor 


87 


75 


50 


46 


32 


23 


Fair 


9 


20 


34 


28 


32 


30 


Good, Excellent 


4 


S 


16 


26 


36 


47 


N 


(23) 


(40) 


(56) 


(74) 


(100) 


(66) 



Tau b = .33, significant at less than .001. 
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Table 184. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Untenured Profeseorsi by 
Tenure Weight for Research^ Faculty Sample 







Tenure 


Weiaht 


for Research (%) 




nuecjuacy o£ nesoutceB 
for Research by 
Untenured Professor:: 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


Poor 


70 


64 


48 


41 


31 


27 


Fair 


26 


26 


38 


38 


35 


36 


Good 


2 


10 


13 


17 


29 


27 


Excellent 


2 


0 


1 


4 


5 


10 


N 


(43) 


(70) 


(118) 


(258) 


(419) 


(177) 


Tau b » .22, significant 


at less 


than ^001. 
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Table 185. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit 
Salary Awards for Research, Deans' Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Research (% 

Adequacy of Resources for 



P^seatch bv Senior Professors 

Poor 

Fali. 

Good, Excellent 
N 



No yes 



34 21 

46 43 

20 36 

(35) (104) 



Tau b = .16, significant at less than .05. 
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Table 186. Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit 
Salary Awards for Research, Chairs' Sample 





Merit Salary Awards, 


for Research 


Adeeruacv of Resources for 
Research bv Senior Professors 


No 


Yes^ 


Poor 


59 


37 


Fair 


27 


44 


Good, Excellent 


14 


20 


N 


(130) 


(246) 



Tau b = .18| significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 187 Adequacy of Resources for Research by Senior Professors by Merit 
Salary Awards for Research^ Faculty Sample 



Merit Salary Awards for Research (%)^ 

Adequacy of Resources for 



Research bv senior Professors 


No • 


Yes 


Poor 


52 


36 


Fair 


34 


38 


Good 


11 


21 


Excellent 


3 


4 



N (381) (708) 

Tau b » .16, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 




Table 188 « Adequacy of Full ProfesBorB' Salaries by Tenure Weight for 
Publishincj, Deans' Sample 



Tenure Weiaht for Publishing 



Adequacy of 

Full Professors' Salaries 


4th Weight 
or Lower 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 
Weiaht 


Highest 
Weiaht 


Poor 


40 


26 


16 


16 


Average 


45 


37 


39 


36 


Good 


8 


26 


26 


32 


Very Good 


8 


10 


19 


16 


N 


(40) 


(38) 


(31) 


(25) 



Tau b s ,24, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 189. Relationships Between Profeaeional Development Variables, Selected 
Formal Rewards, and Selected Deans' Departmental Assessment 
Factors* 



Professional Development Variable s fl984«85^ 
Out-of-state % of Meeting Total S for 
' Professional Costs Professional 
Meetings Reimbursed Development 

Tenure Weight s 
Teaching 
Research 
Publications 

Professional Organization Svc. 
Merit Salary Awards 

Teaching 

Research 
Deans ^ Dent. Assessment Factors 

Grants 

Publications 

Papers 

Teaching 

National Reputation 
Research 

***Signif icant at less than .OOl, 
**Signif leant at less than •01. 
*Significant at less than .05, 

^Correlations are tau ta, N = 1,172 faculty. 
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11*** . 14*** . 00 

,11*** -.07** .09*** 

,10*** -.08** .03 

.03 -.01 .00 

,08** .09** .08** 

,17*** ,04 .08** 

,11*** -.05* .07** 

,15*** -.05* .07** 

,07** .00 .03 

-,03 • 13*** .04 

,13*** -.04 .06* 

,13*** .02 .10*** 



Table 190 • Number of Out-of-state Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, 
by Deans' Department Assessment Standards—Papers Given at 
Professional Meetings, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment — Papers (%) 



Number of Professional 
Meetings Attend'.^d 



No 



Somewhat 



Important 



Very 



by Facultv 
None 


25 


27 


21 


24 


1 


42 


32 


29 


31 


2 


20 


21 


26 


19 


3 


6 


12 


15 


14 


4 or More 


7 


8 


9 


12 


N 


(96) 


(434) 


(463) 


(140) 



Tau b - •07, significant at less than .01. 




Table 191. 



Proportion of Meeting Attendance Coats Reimbureed by Deans' 
Department Assessment Standards— Papers Given at Professional 
Meetings, Faculty Sample 



Deans' Assessment— Papers (%) 



Proportion of 
Meeting Attendance 



Not 



Somewhat 



Very 



Costs Rei-mbursea 
Zero 


30 


18 


19 


30 


1-25% 


14 


11 


13 


12 


26-50% 


19 


16 


15 


11 


51-75% 


8 


16 


13 


12 


76-90% 


6 


16 


15 


14 


91-100% 


23 


23 


25 


21 


N 


(84) 


(348) 


(391) 


(119) 



Tau b = •OO, not significant. 
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Table 192, Total Professional Development Support by Deans' Department 
Assessment Standards—Research, Faculty Sample 



0 

Deans' AsseBsment — Research (%) 



Total Professional 
Develot3ment Suoport 


Not 
Important 


Somewhat 
Imtsortant 


Imoortant 


Very 
Imoortant 


Zero 


22 


14 


10 


15 


$l-$250 


24 


22 


19 


15 


$251-S500 


22 


24 


22 


15 


S501-$l, 000 


13 


17 


17 


20 


$1,001-S2,000 


10 


12 


13 


11 


More than $2,000 


9 


12 


19 


23 


N 


(68) 


(281) 


(396) 


(332) 



Tau b = .10, significant at less than .001. 
^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 193. Total Professional Development 
Teaching, Faculty Sample 


Support 




for 




Tenure Weiaht 






Total Professional 
Develooment Suocort 


4th weight 
or Lower 


Third 
Weiaht 


Second 

Wp i Oht- 
rf c X m h w 


Highest 


Zero 


12 


IS 


15 




S1-S250 


20 


16 


15 


25 


$251-$500 


23 


23 


IS 


18 


$501-S1,000 


17 


16 


19 


16 


$1,001-S2,000 


13 


7 


14 


4 


More than $2,000 


15 


23 


22 


10 


N 


(582) 


(159) 


(276) 


(73) 



Tau b - ,00, not significant. 
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Table 194* Total Professional Development Support by Tenure Weight for 
Research, Faculty Sample 







Tenure Weiaht 


for Research (%)" 




Total Professional 
Development Suooort 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
weiant 


Third 

weiQnu 


Second 
weignt 


Highest 
Weiaht 


Zero 


17 


16 


20 


11 


11 


20 


$1-5250 


27 


23 


24 


20 


16 


12 






23 


22 


26 


20 


13 


S501-S1,000 


10 


21 


4 


18 


20 


18 


$li001-$2,000 


15 


7 


16 


8 


14 


11 


More than $2,000 


12 


10 


13 


17 


19 


24 


N 


(41) 


(70) 


(116) 


(259) 


(415) 


(169) 


Tau b = .09, significant 


at less 


than .001. 











^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 195. Number of Out-of-State Professional Meetings Attended by Faculty, 
by Tenure Weight for Service to Professional Organizations , 
Faculty Sample 



Tenure Weight for Service 
to Professional Qroanizations (%)^ 



Number of 

Professional Meetings 
Attended bv B'acultv 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
Weiaht 


Firsc, 
Second 
Weiaht 


Zero 


27 


23 


24 


23 


SO 


1 


35 


32 


29 


37 


6 


' 2 


22 


22 


25 


17 


12 


3 


11 


14 


12 


14 


25 


4 or More 


4 


9 


10 


10 


6 


N 


(209) 


(469) 


(254) 


(124) 


(32) 



Tau b » .03, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 



Table 196. Proportion of Meeting Attendance Costs Reimbursed by Tenure Weight 
for Service to Professional organizations^ Faculty Sample 







Tenure Weight for Service 
to Professional Oraanizat ions (%^* 




Proportion of 
Professions! Meetings 
Attended bv FaculV.v 


Lowest 
Weiaht 


Fifth 
Weiaht 


Fourth 
Weiaht 


Third 
VJeiaht 


First, 
Second 
Weight 


Zero 




20 


20 


23 


i, 1 


1-2 5% 


13 


12 


11 


12 


21 


26-50% 


16 


15 


17 


14 


10 


51-75% 


14 


13 


17 


11 


10 


76-90% 


18 


14 


13 


15 


10 


91% or More 


20 


26 


22 


24 


26 


N 


(172) 


(391) 


(208) 


(105) 


(19) 



Tau b a -.01, not significant. 

^Percentages do not sum 100 due to rounding. 
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Table 197. Regression of Prof«'48ors' Salary on selected Institutional 
characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables. 



Beta 



Statistical 
Sicnif icance 



Graduate Students 

PTE Faculty - Unit 

FTE Faculty - Institution 

Highest Degree Offered 

Total Students 

(Constant ) 



.006 
.184 
.142 

■.027 
.018 



.036 
2.033 

.985 
-.194 

.115 
7. 190 



NS 
<.05 

NS 
NS 
NS 
<.001 



rm = .28 
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Table 198. Regression of Teaching Load on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics! Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Graduate Students 

PTE Faculty - Unit 

PTE Faculty - Institution 

Highest Degree Offered 

Total Students 

(Constant ) 



.285 
.066 
■.314 
-.507 
. 103 



1.728 
-.790 
-2.341 
-3.922 
.730 
22.328 



<. 10 

NS 
<.05 
<.001 

NS 
<.O01 



rm = .47 



ERIC 



Table 199. Regression of Percentage of Time Teaching on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Deans' Department Assessments: 
Research 

Institutional Reputation 
Attrition 
Conferences Given 
Teaching Quality 
National Reputation 
Time for Degree 
Extramural Gt'ants 
Papers Given 
Publications 
(Constant ) 



-.119 
. 102 
. 152 
.180 

-.018 

-.148 
.030 

-.225 
.162 

-.236 



-1. 109 
1. 192 
1.762 
1.963 
-.216 

-1.569 
. 329 

-2.067 
1.475 

-1.822 
4.971 



NS 

NS 
<. 10 
<. 10 

NS 

NS 

US 
<.05 

NS 
<. 10 
<.001 



Cm = .56 



ERIC 
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Table 200. Regreseion of Percentage of Time Teaching on Professors' Salary 
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables* Chairs' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Sianif icanco 



Professors' Salary 
Resource Adequacy: 

Student RA's 

Sabbaticals - Research 

Grant Travel 

Computers 

Grant Personnel 

Student TA'B 

Research - Senior Professors 
Research Equipment 
Research - Untenured Profs 
(Constant ) 



-.088 

-.028 
-.053 
.012 
.037 
-.049 
-.082 
.281 
-.027 
-.514 



-1.503 

-.435 
-.870 
. 196 
.557 
-.810 
-1.294 
2.916 
-.396 
-5. 195 
24.231 



NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.0l 

US 
<.001 
< . 001 



rm = -42 



Table 201. Regreasion of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Professors' 
Salary and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 



VariablQfl 


Beta 


T 


statistical 
Sianif icance 


Resource Adequacy - Student TA's 


-.140 


-3.777 


<.001 


Professors ' Salary 


-.056 


-1.703 


< . 10 


Resource Adeduacv * Library Journals 


-.059 


-1.809 


<. 10 


Resource Adequacy - Research* 
Senior Professors 


.130 


3.191 


<.01 


Resource Adequacy - Student RA's 


.025 


.666 


NS 


Resource Adequacy - Research, 
Untenured Professors 


-.309 


-7.467 


<.001 


(Constant ) 




37 .793 


<.001 



r„ = .34 
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Table 202 • Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on Selected 
Deans' Assesement Variables, Chairs' Sample 



Statistical 

variables Beta T significance 

Deans' Department Assessments: 



Research 


-.137 


-2.043 


<.05 


Teachina Quality 


.089 


1.754 


<.10 


Enrollment 


, 04 J 




MS 


Fellowships 


-.051 


-.989 


NS 


Courses 


-.018 


-.342 


NS 


National Reputation 


-.154 


-2.705 


<.01 


Attrition 


.172 


3.097 


<.01 


Papers 


.296 


4.235 


<,001 


Extramural Grants 


-.027 


-.430 


NS 


Publications 


-.351 


-3.877 


<.001 


instant) 




12.714 


<.001 



r„ . .51 
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Table 203. Regression of Percentage of Time Spent Teaching on selected 
Assessment Variables, Faculty Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



statistical 
Significance 



Deans' Department Assessments: 
Research 
Courses 
Attrition 
Teaching Quality 
National Reputation 
Papers 

Extramural Grants 
Publications 
(Constant) 



•.091 
.058 
.017 
.000 
.124 
.206 
.089 
.344 



-2.261 
1.816 
.576 
.012 
-3.763 
5.442 
-2.291 
-6. 744 
24.853 



<.05 
<.10 

NS 

NS 
<.001 
<.001 
<.05 
<.001 
<.001 



r™ = .46 



er|c 



288 



Table 204. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Sianificance 


Affiliation 


.037 


.437 


NS 


Highest Degree Offered 


- . hZZ 


J • J J X 


< - 01 


PTE Faculty - Unit 


-.270 


-3.363 


<.01 


PTE Faculty - Institution 


-.032 


-.249 


NS 


Total Students 


-.064 


-.455 


NS 


Graduate Students 


.069 


.445 


NS 


(Constant) 




2.816 


<.01 



2SI) 



Table 205. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Professors' 
Salary and Selected Assessment Variables, Deana' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Deans' Department Assessments: 

Research 

Placement 

Teaching Quality 

Degree Time 
Professors' Salary 
Deans' Department Assessments: 

Institutitional Reputation 

Attrition 

National Reputation 
Papers 

Extramural Grants 
Publications 
(Constant) 



Statistical 
Significance 



-.023 
.249 
.050 
.003 
.045 

.072 
.031 
-.117 
.018 
-.229 
-.290 



-.209 
2.779 
.595 
.029 
.523 

.816 
.348 

-1.238 
.169 
.015 

-2.218 
2 .734 



N5 
<.01 

NS 
NS 
NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.05 
<.05 
<.0l 



2!)(i 



T&ble 206. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Faculty Sample 



Variables 



3S^ 



Statistical 
Significance 



Deans' Department Assessments: 
Research 
Placement 
Enrollment 
Degree Time 
Teaching Quality 
Conferences 
National Reputation 
Attrition 



courses 



Student Quality 



Extramural Grants 



Papers 



Publications 



(Constant) 



-.155 
.000 
.040 

-.025 
.387 
.040 

-.148 
.038 

-.001 
.033 

-.076 
.093 

-.282 



-4.647 
-.004 
1.567 
-.965 

14.105 
1.295 

-5.428 
1.356 
-.041 
1. 139 

-2.404 
2 .486 

-6.728 

12.591 



<;.001 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.001 

NS 
<.001 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.05 
<.05 
<.001 
<.001 



rm = .73 
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Table 207 « Regreeaion of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Profeaaors' Salary 
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variablea, Chairs' Sample 



Statistical 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Sianiflcance 


Resource Aaequacy - Sabbaticals, 


-.008 


-.135 


MS 


Resource Adoquacy - Student RA's 


-.201 


-.334 


NS 


Professors' Salary 


-.174 


-3.083 


<.01 


Resource Adequacy - Grant Pernonnel 


-.086 


-1.446 


NS 


Resource Adequacy - Research « 
Senior Professors 


.419 


4.460 


<.001 


Resource Adequacy - Student T^'s 


-.118 


-1.886 


<. 10 


Resource Adequacy - Research, 
Untenured Professors 


-.467 


-4.933 


<.00i 


(Constant ) 




3.110 


<.01 



r„ = .40 
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Table 208. Regression of Tenure Weight for Teaching on Selected Resource 
Adequacy Variables, Faculty Sample 

Statistical 

Variables' , B,eta T Significance 

Resource Adequacy -* Sabbaticals to .177 5.803 <.001 

Improve TeachMg 

Resource Adequacy - Research ^ -•268 *-8.S56 <,001 

Untenured Professors 

Resource Adequacy Conference Travel .203 6.301 <.O01 

(Constant) 22,467 <.O01 

rm = .33 



Table 209. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Graduate Students 

FTE Faculty - Unit 

PTE Faculty - Institution 

Highest Degree Offered 

Total Students 

(Constant) 



.096 
.134 
.012 
.133 
.100 



-.522 
1.428 
.079 
.917 
.638 
6.414 



NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
<.001 



rm = -22 



2^4 



Table 210. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary and 
Selected Assessment variables, Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Deans' Department Assessment: 
Research 

Institutional Reputation 

Fellowships 
Professors' Salary 
Deans' Department Assessment: 

Degree Time 

Papers 

Extramural Grants 
Publications 
(Constant ) 



Statistical 
Beta T Sig ni ficance 



.148 1.28S NS 

-.261 -3.058 <.01 

.161 1.788 <.10 

.052 .592 NS 

-.148 -1.578 NS 

.143 1.328 NS 

-.007 -.061 NS 

.028 .205 NS 

3.412 <.001 
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Table 211 • Regression 
Variablesi 


of Tenure Weight 
Faculty Sample 


for Research 


on Selected 


Assessment 






Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Significance 


Deans' Department Assessments: 








Research 




.341 


8.797 


<:.001 


Degree Time 




-.053 


-1.701 


<. 10 


Enrollment 




-.046 


-1.529 


NS 


Teaching Quality 




-.042 


-1.361 


NS 


conferences 




-.119 


-3.283 


<.01 


National Reputation 




.028 


.897 


NS 


Attrition 




-.103 


-3.205 


<.01 


Courses 




Odd 


1.361 


NS 


Extramural Grants 




.115 


3.112 


<.01 


Papers 




.083 


1.909 


<.10 


Publications 




.114 


2.356 


<.05 


(Constant) 






18.292 


<.001 



.59 



Table 212. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary 
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables^ Chairs' Sample 



Variables 



Resource Adequacy: 

Sabbaticals, Research 

Grant Travel 

computers 
Professors' Salary 
Resource Adequacy: 

Student TA's 

Research, Senior Professors 
Research Equipment 
Research, Junior Professors 
(Constant) 

rm = .39 



Statistical 
Beta I Significance 



.115 1.876 <.10 

.000 .001 NS 

.106 1.608 NS 

.100 1.720 <.10 

.021 .351 NS 

-.157 -1.741 <.10 

.017 .245 NS 

.330 • 3.489 <.001 

I4,::..r' <.ooi 
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Table 213. Regression of Tenure Weight for Research on Professors' Salary 
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables^ Faculty Sample 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



.065 
.110 
.042 



1.870 



3.291 



1.221 



<. 10 



<.01 



NS 



-.032 
.044 

'.023 
.083 
.196 



-.783 
1.012 
-.615 
2.113 
4.433 
23.309 



NS 
NS 
NS 
<.05 
<.00l 
<.001 



Variables 



Resource Adequacy: 

Sabbaticals, Research 

Grant Personnel 
Professors' Salary 
Resource Adequacy: 

Student RA's 

Research, Senior Professors 
Research Equipment 
Student TA's 

Research, Untenured Professors 



(Constant) 



Cm ••= -33 



Table 214. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected 
Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Sianif icance 


Affiliation 


.037 


.440 • 


NS 


t44nWAtt4» nerr**oA O^fpfoH 

n^UnCDU ^S3l^^KS%S WJ»^B&BU 


. 172 


1.3C5 


NS 


FTE Faculty - Unit 


.083 


1.040 


NS 


PTE Faculty - Institution 


.213 


1.692 


<.10 


Total Students 


-.025 


-. 183 


NS 


Graduate Students 


.224 


1.448 


NS 


(Constant) 




10.972 


<.001 



rn, = .57 



Table 21S. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary 
and Selected Assessment Variables , Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Deans' Department Assessment: 
Research 

Institutional Reputation 

Fellowships 

Attrition 
Pro/assors' Salaries 
Deans' Dapartment Assessment: 

Teaching Quality 

National Reputation 

Degree Time 

Papers 

Extramural Grants 
Publications 
(Constant ) 



. 136 
'.088 
-.174 
-.079 

.049 

-.078 
.032 
-.024 
-.050 
.200 
. 320 



1.335 
-1.067 
-2.113 

-.983 
.626 

-.979 
.355 
-.271 
-.518 
1.891 
2.633 
2 .884 



NS 
NS 
<.05 
NS 
NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.10 
<.01 



. 64 
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Table 216. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Assessment 
Variablesi Faculty Sample 



Variabl es 



Deans' Department Assessments: 
Research 
Placement 
Enrollment 
Degree Time 
Teaching Quality 
Conferences 
National Reputation 
Attrition 
Courses 

Student Quality 
Extramural Grants 
Papers 

Publications 
(Constant) 



Beta 



.126 
-.061 
-.014 

.007 
-.098 
-.040 

.081 
-.059 
-.054 

.002 

.001 
-.047 

.517 



3.552 
-2.167 
-.514 
.265 
-3.322 
-1.205 
2.803 
-1.999 
-1.773 
.053 
.034 
-1.181 
11.694 
16.757 



Statistical 
Significance 



<.001 

<.05 

NS 

US 
<.00l 

NS 
<.01 
<.05 
<. 10 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.001 
<.00l 



rm = .70 
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Table 217. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Professors' Salary 
and Selected Resource Adequacy Variables, Chairs' Sample 



Variables 



Resource Adequacy: 

Sabbaticals, Research 

Grant Personnel 

Computers 
Professors' Salary 
Resource Adequacy: 

Student TA'e 

Grant Travel 

Research, Senior Professors 
Research, Untenured Professors 
(Constant) 



Beta 



.006 
.047 
.015 
.181 

.013 
-.044 
-.185 

.506 



.098 
.807 
.267 
3.229 

.231 
-.718 

-1.974 
5.266 

13.699 



Statistical 
Significance 



NS 
NS 
NS 
<.01 

NS 
NS 
<. 05 
<.001 
<.001 



rm « .44 
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Table 218. Regression of Tenure Weight for Publishing on Selected Resource 
Adequacy Variables i Faculty Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Resource Adequacy: 

Sabbaticals, Teaching 
Research* Untenured Professors 
Student TA's 

Researchi Senior Professors 
(Constant) 



.201 
.232 
.042 
.043 



-6.306 



5.527 



1.289 



1.044 



18.579 



<.001 



<.001 



NS 



NS 



<.001 



rm = .30 
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Table 219. Regression of Deans' Departmental Assessment — Extramural Grants 
on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Statistical 
Significance 



Affiliation 

Highest Degree Offered 

FTE Faculty - Unit 

PTE Faculty - Institution 

Total Students 

Graduate students 

(Constant) 



.096 
.000 
.047 
.193 
-.143 
.459 



1.134 
.006 
.597 

1.548 
•1.028 

2.974 

3.960 



NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 
<.01 
<.001 



.55 
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Table 220. Regression of Deans' Departmental ABsesement— Publication Rate 
on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Affiliation 

Highest Degree Offered 

PTE Faculty - Unit 

PTE Faculty - Institution 

Total Students 

Graduate Students 

(Constant) 



Beta 



• 079 
.132 
.153 
.212 
.057 
.249 



Statistical 
Sia pif icance 



1.0.18 


NS 


1.127 


NS 


2.094 


<.05 


1. 187 


<.10 


.442 


NS 


1.725 


<.10 


6.205 


<.001 
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Table 221. Regreesion of Deans' Departmental Asaessment— Teaching Quality 
on Selected Institutional Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Significance 


Affiliation 


.008 


.078 


NS 


Highest Degree Offered 


-.049 


-.335 


NS 


PTE Faculty - Unit 


-.036 


-.401 


NS 


PTE Faculty - Institution 


-.224 


-1.542 


NS 


Total Students 


-.129 


-.798 


NS 


Graduate Students 


.169 


.941 


NS 


(Constant) 




25.263 


<.001 



Table 222. Regression of Committee Influence on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics r Deans' Sample 



Statistical 

Variables SSi* 1 gignif ic^ncQ 

Graduate Students -.061 -.341 NS 

FTE Faculty - Institution .059 .418 NS 

Highest Degree Offered -.162 -1.145 NS 

Total Students -.106 -.696 NS 

(Constant) 

rm « .26 



13.813 <.001 



3f!7 



Table 223. RegresBion of Committee Influence on Selected Assessment 
Variables, Faculty Sample 



Variables 



Deans' Department Assessments: 
Research 
Student Quality 
Institutional Reputation 
Fellowships 
Courses 

Teaching Quality 
Placement 
Extramural Grants 
(Constant) 



■Beta 



Statistical 
Sianif Lcance 



. 188 


5 . 347 


< . 001 


.031 


.829 


NS 


.015 


.490 


NS 


.006 


.175 


NS 


.047 


-1.364 


NS 


.314 


8.758 


<.001 


.128 


3.549 


<.001 


.098 


-2.658 


<.01 




5.130 


<.001 



Tm = .43 



3i'8 



Table 224. Regression of Deans' Impact on Selacfced Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 

Statistical 

varia bUs 9?t»_ , 2 . Siqn.i.f,ica,i)ca 

Graduate Students .099 .555 NS 

FTE Faculty - Unit -.094 -1.043 NS 

PTE Faculty - Institution -.059 -.411 NS 

Highest Degree Offered -.173 -1.221 NS 

Total Students -'109 "'^lO NS 



(Constant ) 



rm = .26 



14.039 <.001 
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Table 225. Regression of Deans' 
Chairs' Sample 


Impact of Selected 


Assessment 


Variables, 


Variabl&B 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Sianif icanc.e 


Deans' Department Assessments! 








Research 


.110 


3.390 


<.001 


Degree Time 


.109 


3.070 


<.01 


Teaching Quality 


.206 


5.785 


<.001 


Institutional Reputation 


.010 


.301 


NS 


Attrition 


-.017 


-.490 


NS 


Placement 


.084 


2.244 


<.05 


Courses 


.061 


1.624 


NS 


Fellowships 


-.009 


-.230 


NS 


student Quality 


.083 


2.113 


<.05 


(Constant) 




6.894 


<.001 



■m 



.39 
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Table 226. Regression of Deans' Management Style on Selected Institutional 
Characteristics, Deans' Sample 



Statistical 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Sianif icance 


Graduate Students 


-.036 


-.218 


NS 


FTE Faculty - Institution 


-.054 


-.442 


NS 


Highest Degree Offered 


-.123 


-.860 


NS 


(Constant) 




23.876 


<.001 
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Table 227. Regression of Deans' Management Style on 


Selected 


Assessment 


Variables, Facul^Y Sample 














Statistical 




Beta 


T 


Sianif icance 










PiaCGiuGiiw 


.118 


3.170 


<:.01 




-.010 


-.313 


NS 


Degree iime 


.009 


.273 


NS 


Teachi.ng Quality 


.253 


7.257 


<.001 


Fellowships 


.052 


1.429 


NS 


Courses 


.062 


1.684 


<.10 


Student Quality 


.056 


1.465 


NS 


1 Pnnat- ant \ 




6.576 


<.001 



rm = .40 



3^^ 

r 



Institutional 


Deans' communication with Chairs on 
Characteristics! Deans' Sample 


S0 Ipci* fid 


Vat lAblee 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
S Ian i f icance 


Graduate Students 


-.077 


-.552 


NS 


Affiliation 


.161 


1.716 


<. 10 


PTE Faculty - Institution 


.018 


. 128 


NS 


Total Students 


.186 


1. 167 


NS 


(Constant) 




24.929 


<.001 



rm = .26 



Table 229. Re-jression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected 
Assessment Variables, Faculty Samrle 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
significance 



Deans' Department Assessments: 

Research 

Degree Tinu 

Teaching Quality 

Institutional Reputation 

Placement 

Courses 

Fellowships 

Student Quality 
(Constant ) 



.152 
.030 
.320 
■.029 
.130 
.052 
'.028 
. 103 



5.035 
.904 
9.476 
-.931 
3.671 
1.489 
-.776 
2. 795 
.017 



<.001 

NS 
<.001 

NS 
<.001 

NS 

NS 
<.01 

NS 



.48 



ERIC 



3' 1 



1 



Table 230. Regression of Deans' Communication with Faculty on Selected 
Institutional Characteri8tics< Deans' Sample 



Variables 



Beta 



Statistical 
Significance 



Highest Degree Offered 
PTE Faculty - Institution 
(Constant) 



-.071 



-.094 



-.683 



-.908 



23.734 



NS 
NS 
<.001 



rn, = .15 



ERIC 



Table 231. RegrGSflion of Quality of Department Teaching on Selected 
Communications, Impact, Influence, and Management Style 
Variables, Faculty Sample 



Statistical 



variables 

Chairs' Communications with Faculty 


.123 


2.721 


<.01 


Deans' Impact 


.058 


1. 704 


<. 10 


Influence of Committees 


.161 


5.145 


<.001 


Deans' Management Style 


-.009 


-.212 


NS 


Chairs' Impact 


. 127 


3.723 


<.001 


Deans' Communications with Faculty 


.018 


.408 


NS 


Chairs' Management Style 


.059 


1.7.96 


NS 


(Constant) 




28.432 


<.001 



rm = .36 



3'G 



Table 232. ReqresBion of Quality of Department Research on Selected 

communications. Impact. Influence, and Management Style Variables. 
Faculty Sample 



Variables 


Beta 


T 


Statistical 
Sianif icance 


Chairs' Communications with Faculty 


.062 


1.317 


NS 


Deans' Impact 


.036 


1.026 


NS 


Committee Influence 


.135 


4. 161 


<.001 


Chairs' Impact 


.063 


1.776 


<.10 


Deans' Communications with Faculty 


.025 


.716 


NS 


Chairs' Management Style 


.031 


.670 


NS 


(Constant ) 




14.872 


<.001 



i.m = .24 



3n 



